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Purpose 
This study determined the extent to which the surveyed 
responses and the observed behavior of school superintendents 
differed on three performance functions: The Interpersonal, In¬ 
formational and the Decisional. This descriptive investigation 
examined ten job tasks: Figurehead, Leader, Liaison; Monitor, 
Disseminator, Spokesperson; Entrepreneur, Disturbance Handler, 
Resource Allocator, and Negotiator. 
Methodology 
This study 1) Reviewed the identified responsibilities of 
the superintendents, 2) Matched these with the observation of 
superintendents in action, and 3) Further tested these activi¬ 
ties against Mintzberg's listings of managerial roles. 
The following procedures were based on the data collected 
via structured observation forms, Daily Log for Functions and 
Tasks (DLFT), and the Job Perception Ranking Form (JTPRF). The 
researcher 1) Completed a summary tally of observed job per¬ 
formance by each subject and by total. 2) Completed a summary 
ranking of job tasks by total survey sample (22) versus 
observed sample (3). 3) Completed a t-test of the surveyed 
sample versus observed sample. 4) Completed a comparison of 
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estimated time spent by observed population. The statistical 
treatment used was the t-test, rejecting the null hypothesis at 
the .05 level of significance. 5) Reported, recorded, and gave 
an analysis of other duties performed, and the amount of time 
spent on them. 
Findings 
Seven tables were used to report the findings of the study, 
and are contained in Chapter IV of this study. There were three 
hypotheses. 
There were no significant difference in the responses of 
superintendents in the performance of (1) Interpersonal function, 
(2) Informational functions, and (3) Decisional functions. 
Therefore, the basic hypotheses were confirmed. 
Conclusions 
The study, except for significant difference in the Leader 
and Monitor subsets, revealed that superintendents showed up 
better knowing how their time is distributed as compared with 
the studies of Mintzberg and Sullivan. The results indicate 
that: 1) The three superintendents showed similarities in 
their work activities. 2) They gave the same proportion of 
time to their specified tasks. 3) They held to the same general 
patterns of behavior. 4) The superintendents, as a group, have 
a clear picture of their job tasks. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Few people question the importance of an urban superin¬ 
tendent to the future of the school system. A school superin¬ 
tendent somehow influences, directly or indirectly, the arena he 
manages, and the students for whom he is ultimately responsible. 
Whether that influence is heavy or slight, of course, depends 
upon a variety of factors; however, the essential point is that 
the potential is there.^ Since the potential is there, almost 
every aspect of his job performance is worthy of attention and 
careful scrutiny. Thus, the account provided in this study 
was an observational inquiry into the on-the-job performance 
of three city school superintendents who serve as executive 
officers for schools within the total area. The study focused 
not only on a particular group of people, twenty-two school 
superintendents in large urban settings, but on the detailed 
behavior of three school superintendents during a period of time. 
The study underscored the extent to which the surveyed responses 
and the observed behavior of school superintendents differed on 
the Interpersonal, Informational and Decisional job tasks. The 
1Larry Cuban, Urban School Chiefs Under Fire (Illinois: 
The University of Chicago Press , 1976 ) , pp. 1-10. 
2 
study examined other activities in which the superintendents 
were engaged that were not directly related to their assignments. 
The rationale for pursuing such an approach was that almost 
no attention has been given in the literature on what superin¬ 
tendents actually do. Most of the literature of educational 
administration readily available to students or practitioners and 
would-be superintendents describe what they ought to do and remain 
seemingly unaware of what is actually going on. This lacuna in 
the literature provides tacit encouragement for pursuing the 
present exploration as a relatively untapped approach to under¬ 
standing and analyzing the human task in educational administra¬ 
tion. The present study adds another dimension: what an admini¬ 
strator actually does as observed by someone else. 
What an administrator actually does as observed by someone 
else has been a concern of this investigator over a long period 
of time. Whenever this question is asked, the general reply is 
that the superintendent plans, organizes, coordinates and controls 
Since Henry Fayol first proposed somewhat similar words in 1916, 
they have dominated the vocabulary of management. How valuable, 
Henry Mintzberg asks, are they in describing managerial work? 
According to Mintzberg'*' words such as "coordinating" and "planning' 
describe certain vague objectives of managerial work. 
Other approaches to the study of managerial work have 
'''Henry Mintzberg, "Managerial Work from Observation," 
Management Science, Vol. 18, No. 2 (October, 1971), pp. 97-110. 
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developed, one dealing with managerial decision making process, 
another with the manager's interpersonal behavior activities. 
Some empirical researchers, using the diary method, have studied 
what might be called managerial "media"—by what means, with 
whom, how long, and where managers spend their time.'*' 
Along with the concern of what does the superintendent do, 
is another question: What is his behavior? Much has been written 
about what the superintendent's behavior should be. Studies have 
been conducted where the behavior in question only reflects 
general conceptions of what superintendents do, but what they 
actually do has not been fully addressed. As Sergiovanni and 
Starratt (1979) indicate: 
Many of the issues associated with the superintendent 
over the years remain intact at this writing. Con¬ 
fusion of role definition will plague the field and 
uncertainty exists in determining . . . what are the 
key components of their (superintendents') jobs and 
. . . what their relationship to administrators and 
teachers should be.2 
Statement of the Problem 
The three major concerns of this study are to review the 
identified responsibilities of the superintendent, to match 
these with observation of superintendents in action, and to 
further test these activities against one author's listing of 
Uune Carlson, Executive Behavior (Stockholm, Sweden: 
Stromberg, 1951), p. 20. 
2 T. J. Sergiovanni, and R. J. Starratt, Supervision : 
Human Perspective (2nd ed.), (New York: McGraw-Hill, IncTT 1979), 
pTT. 
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managerial roles. By use of actual observation, data pertinent 
to the question were obtained and organized through the use 
of structured observation as outlined by Sullivan."^ The research 
was guided by the following specific questions : 
1. To what extent do each of the role descriptions 
occupy the time of the subjects? 
2. Which of the descriptions appears to be the most 
significant? Why? 
3. Which of the factors are rated as the most significant 
to the subject? Why? 
4. Is the amount of time spent in the activity consistent 
with the ranking in importance of that particular 
descriptor? If not, why the difference? 
3. Are there other activities that occupy a significant 
amount of the subject's time not identified here? 
If so, what are they? 
6. How does the job-role performance of school superin¬ 
tendents compare with the survey results? Are there 
any differences in what these subjects say they do 
and their actual job performance? 
Definition of Terms 
Expectation. Is a set of evaluative standards applied to 
2 
an incumbent of a particular position. 
Role. A set of expectations applied to an incumbent of a 
particular position. Every role expectation has two dimensions: 
intensity—that is, each expectation can be placed on a continuum 
Cheryl A. G. Sullivan, "The Work of the Instructional 
Supervisor: A Functional Analysis" (Ph.D. dissertation, Emory 
University, 1980), pp. 1-30. 
2 
Neagley L. Ross and N. Dean Evans, Handbook for Effective 
Supervision of Instruction (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 197Û), p. 23. 
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which ranges from the completely permissive, through the prefer¬ 
ential, to the mandatory; and directional—that is, something 
that should or should not be done.^ 
Role Perception. How the incumbent of a position defines 
the expectations of other groups significant to him. "Role 
perception may be thought of as a sequence of behaviors in which 
2 
the perceptual responses is the first part of a social act." 
Structured Observation. The term "Structured Observation: 
as used in this study was similar to the research method used 
by Henry Mintzberg to obtain a data-base to gather information 
on the job performance of managers. It is a procedure for collect¬ 
ing data by direct observations of human behavior in defined 
3 situations. 
School Superintendent. In this study the term "School 
Superintendent" refers to that individual who is held responsi¬ 
ble for the following duties: (1) to represent the Superinten¬ 
dent in a specific section of the district and be responsible 
4 
for the operation of school programs. (2) To work with and 
through the principals for the continuous improvement of the 
■''Theodore R. Sarbin, "Role Theory," Handbook of Social 
Psychology, 1, ed. Gardner Lindzey (Cambridge, Mass.: Addison- 
Wesley Publishing Co., 1954), p. 283. 
? 
Ned Gross, Ward S. Mason and Alexander W. McEachern, 
Explorations in Role Analysis; Studies of the School Superinten¬ 
dency Role, (New York: Jonn~Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), p" 67. 
3 
Henry Mintzberg, "The Manager at Work--Determining His 
Activities, Roles and Programs by Structured Observation." Un¬ 
published doctoral dissertation, M.I.T., Sloan School of Manag- 
ment, 1968. 
^Gross, Mason and McEachern, p. 60. 
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schools. (3) To interpret to the Superintendent the needs of 
his (her) area. (4) To coordinate into a team operation the 
work of the various specialists who will assist with and super¬ 
vise the instructional program. Furthermore, school refers to 
all personnel persons whose work stations are located in the 
district subsection. This group includes, in addition to the 
School Superintendent, and the Assistant School Superintendents, 
resource teachers and resource coordinators. The term also 
refers to all chief administrators whose work stations are 
located in one of the schools. This group includes the princi¬ 
pals and adult community school administrators. Hereafter, 
unless otherwise designated the term "Superintendent" was used 
synonymously with that of the School Superintendent.^ 
Work Performance. Observable activities of a worker while 
2 
performing actual job responsibilities. 
Basic Assumptions 
This study was based upon the following assumptions: 
1. Job descriptions can be used to find out what is expected of 
the school superintendent as incumbent in a position. 
2. The use of the questionnaire can serve as a valid method for 
data collection. 
^Moses C. Norman, "An Analysis of Perceptions of Atlanta 
Public School Administrators Regarding Central and Area Responsi¬ 
bility in Personnel, Curriculum and Instructional Supervision," 
Ph.D. dissertation, Georgia State University, 1978), pp. 25-27. 
2 
Gross, Mason and McEachern, pp. 60-64. 
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3. Analysis of on-the-job performance of superintendents can 
lead to a better understanding of educational administration. 
Delimitation of the Study 
This study was delimited as follows: 
1. This study involved only the reported on-the-job performance 
of 22 school superintendents in large metropolitan school 
areas. 
2. This study addresses the observation of only three profes¬ 
sional superintendents for 10 days each to determine the 
question: what does a school superintendent actually do? 
Need for the Study 
A previous study, considerably different in structure, 
but germane to the theme, conducted by the investigator in 1980 
was limited to observing a single officer and his staff. In 
this present study, the researcher's population includes a 
sampling of three superintendents and feedback from others in 
larger metropolitan school systems. 
The researcher's concern to find out more about the allo¬ 
cation of the school superintendent's time, and the gap in the 
literature on the on-the-job performance of the school superin¬ 
tendent indicate a need for the study. Also, the need is im¬ 
portant because the school superintendent is a major component 
who serves as a manager for carrying out educational policies, 
goals and objectives. In addition, the study on how the super- 
8 
intendent spends his time will serve as a guide for the con¬ 
tinuing professional development of practicing school superin¬ 
tendents as well as those who aspire to this position to be 
knowledgeable about how the school superintendent spends his 
time . 
Other needs for and value of the study are as follows: 
First, this study could possibly furnish information to non¬ 
school related personnel involved in the training of managers. 
Second, the findings could lead to recommendations for further 
research in school administration. Third, this study is needed 
because it could serve as a valuable contributing factor of 
leadership style, management, goals, and motivation of the 
school superintendent. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The writer surveyed selected, related literature which 
pertained to the content of the school superintendent's job. 
Also, he reviewed related publications including books, period¬ 
icals, abstracts of Educational Research Service Document Repro¬ 
duction and unpublished materials. For the purpose of this study, 
the related literature is discussed under the following headings: 
(1) the historical development of the superintendency; (2) the 
superintendent's role as defined by authors; (3) the duties, 
functions and role expectations of the school superintendent; 
(4) systematic observational studies about the nature of mana¬ 
gerial work. 
The researcher is indebted to the findings of Derwin 
Francom's study which is entitled: "The Role Analysis of School 
Superintendents in Utah,"^ and John A. Ross' "An Analysis of 
Discrepancy in Actual Work Performance of Selected Pennsylvania 
2 
Superintendents of Schools." Both writers conducted reviews of 
"^Derwin D. Francom, "The Role analysis of School Super¬ 
intendents in Utah." Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Utah 
State University, Logan, Utah, 1980, pp. 3-19. 
2 
John A. Ross, "An Analysis of Discrepancy in Actual Work 
Performance of Selected Pennsylvania Superintendents of Schools," 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Pittsburg, 1982, 
pp. 12-25. 
10 
the literature which were pertinent to this researcher's reviews 
and which enabled him to enlarge on his survey of the literature 
for this study. 
Historical Development of the Superintendencv 
The first half of the nineteenth century saw a movement 
away from the single-room school districts which demanded more 
time and management than a volunteer board could give to the 
public service. The office of the superintendent was created to 
meet this need. 
The initiative in establishing the new office of the super 
intendent was taken by the Buffalo Common Council on June 9, 
1937. The newly created office gained popularity, and by 1860 
twenty-seven cities or city schools had established the office 
of the superintendent.'*’ 
Since the office of the superintendent had been created 
by the board of education, there was no question as to "whose 
man" the superintendent was. He came into being as an agent of 
the school board faced with perplexing educational problems, 
yet was considered an assistant to the board. The superinten¬ 
dent was literally the superintendent of instruction and little 
else. Even today, after 63 years, the position in many districts 
remains immersed in "Administrivia" by choice of the superin¬ 
tendent or through the failure of the board to provide adequate 
^R. F. Campbell and others, The Organization and Control 
of American Schools (3rd ed.), (Columbus: Bell and Howell 
Company, 1975 ) , pp. 1-50. 
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clerical or professional assistance. 
Establishment of non-city school districts did not take 
place until the twentieth century. Two conditions appeared to 
affect the organization of school districts in these areas: 
First, the acceptance of the high school as part of the common 
school system was significant (legal credence to the high school 
concept was given by Michigan Supreme Courts in 1874 in the 
Kalamazoo Case; second, there was the growth of the suburban 
communities and the need for the people moving into suburbia to 
2 
secure "good schools." 
As school districts developed, so did the superintendency. 
According to Griffiths, the historical development of the super¬ 
intendency in the United States falls into three stages: 
1. 1837 - 1910: The superintendency was essentially 
instruction-oriented during this period. 
2. 1910 - 1945: The superintendency during this period 
saw the superintendent as essentially a businessman 
more interested in the budget than in instruction. 
3. 1945 - Present: In this period, the superintendent 
was viewed as a professional school administrator. 
An AASA (American Association of School Administra¬ 
tors) Committee, chaired by Willard Goslin, under¬ 
took studies to develop professionalism, improved 
training programs, and refined standards of selec¬ 
tion by school boards, along with others who were 
concerned about educational administration.3 
S. J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Education 
(3rd ed.), (New York: Harper and Row, 1975 ) , pp. 1-39. 
2 
Derwin D. Francom, "The Role analysis of School Superin¬ 
tendents in Utah," op.cit., p. 11. 
Daniel E. Griffiths, The School Superintendent, (New 
York: The Center for Applied Research in Education, T966), 
pp. 3-15. 
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The above roles are not sharp demarcations, but rather 
arbitrary estimates of the beginning and ends of major trends. 
Although trends can be depicted, the description of the office 
of the superintendent is nebulous. 
Superintendent's Role as Defined by Authors 
This review of related literature and research is also 
concerned with two major topics related to the investigation: 
theoretical framework and applications of role analysis; 
descriptive and research writing concerning the position of 
superintendent of local school districts. 
Theoretical Framework and Application of Role Theory 
As pointed out by Frederick L. Bates, role theory, an 
interdisciplinary approach drawing from the study fields of 
culture, personality, and society, has been refined to the 
point where it occupies a significant place in the theoretical 
and research literature and is one of the most widely used 
ideas of the social sciences.''" Theodore Sarbin writes that 
"the broad conceptual units of the theory are role, the unit of 
culture; position, the unit of society; and self, the unit of 
2 
personality." He defined position as a system of role 
■'"Frederick L. Bates, "Positon, Role, and Status: A 
Reformation of Concepts," Social Forces 34 (May 1956), p. 313. 
2 
Theodore R. Sarbin and Vernon L. Allen, "Role Theory," 
Handbook of Social Psychology, No. 1, ed. Gardner Lindsey and 
Elliot Aronson (2nd ed., Cambridge, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Pub¬ 
lishing Co., 1968), p. 488 
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expectations. The voluminous writing on role theory has 
generated a number of sound concepts by writers and researchers 
recognized for their lasting contributions. This section dis¬ 
cusses these key concepts and the individuals who formulated 
them. 
Ralph Linton is commonly credited with formally introduc¬ 
ing role theory concepts and terminology into the language of 
the social sciences.'*' Employing one of the most frequently 
used associations in the literature, Linton utilized a status- 
role continuity to define the nature of society. In discussing 
the nature of society, he points out that the functioning of any 
society depends upon the existence of patterns for reciprocal 
behavior between individual or groups of individuals. 
Parsons, in his study of social systems, defines, the 
basic terms and concepts used in role analysis. He contends 
that the participation of an actor in a patterned interactive 
relationship as the most significant unit of the social system, 
with each actor participating in a network of such relation¬ 
ships. Participation has two major features: 
1. Status - A positional factor designating where an 
actor is located in the social system relative to 
other actors. 
2. Role - A processional factor of what the actor 
does in the context of functional significance 
for the social system.2 
"'■Ralph Linton, The Study of Man (New York: D. Appleton 
Century Co., 1936), p~! 5Ü2. 
2 
Talcott Parsons, The Social System (Glencoe, Illinois: 
Free Press of Glencoe, 1951 ) , pT 575 . 
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In a research study on roles with specific reference to 
the superintendency, Gross, Mason, and McEachern concluded 
that the three basic ideas are included in most role conceptual¬ 
izations, namely, "that individuals: (1) in social locations 
(2) behave (3) with reference to expectations."'*' 
Gross, Mason, and McEachern apply the same conceptual 
framework as Parsons in their analysis of role relationship. 
The basis of their research is built upon pattern interaction 
to define the operations of the social system. Interrelation¬ 
ships among role are emphasized as follows: 
A position can be completely described only by 
describing the total system of positions and 
relationships of which it is a part. In other 
words, in a system of interdependent parts, a 
change in any relationship will have an effect 
on all other relationships, and the positions 
can be described only by the relationships.2 
The authors use the term "focal position" to designate a 
particular position under study and the term "counter position" 
to designate another position related to the focal position. 
Interrelationships between both focal and counter positions are 
important in determining the behavior of the occupants of these 
positions as the resulting behavior in the focal position. The 
occupant of the focal position may at one time be involved in 
more than one system of interrelationships, so that two or more 
sets of counter positions may be included in relation to the 
'''Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern, 
p. 17. 
^Ibid . , p. 53. 
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social position. 
Numerous other educational sociologists and theorists 
have refined and clarified the concept of role into a useful 
research tool for the investigation of organization and group 
behavior, leadership role, teacher and administrator roles, 
educational systems in general, and unique positions in a given 
context. 
Getzels formulated a subsequently much used model incorpo¬ 
rating the interaction between an individual and his needs and 
the goal and expectation of the institution in which he occupies 
a position as the basis for studying the behavior of individuals 
2 
in organizations. In brief, in his scheme the behavior (role 
performance) of an individual in a social system (the school) 
is influenced both from expectations held for him by others and 
his own personality needs. Getzels hypothesized that the major 
task of administration is to integrate the demands of the in¬ 
stitution and the demands of the staff members in a way that is 
3 
at once organizationally productive and individually fulfilling. 
The Role of the Superintendent 
A survey of related literature and research relative to 
the public school superintendency was considered essential to 
1Ibid. , pp. 51-59. 
2 
J. W. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the 
Administrative Process," The School Review 65 (Winter, 1957), 
pp. 423-441. 
^Ibid., p. 430. 
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establish background for the study. 
The superintendent, as leader of the various groups with 
which he works, accepts the final responsibility for the opera¬ 
tion of the school. While there are numerous management tech¬ 
niques and leadership styles available, the course of action 
that the superintendent chooses to take must be generally 
acceptable to the board of education and his staff. 
Campbell, Bridges, and Nystrand see the superintendent 
as becoming a generalist in education, especially as school 
systems become larger and more centralized. They see a trend in 
the direction of establishing teams whose members are special¬ 
ists in various phases of school system operations.^ 
Sergiovanni and Carver deal with the relationships of 
the superintendent to the administrative team. Each person in 
the administrative team serves a variety of functions: super¬ 
ordinate, subordinate, colleague, and community liaison. An 
individual may be a superordinate to lower level administrators, 
a colleague to other team members, a subordinate to the board 
of education, and a community liaison to the PTA and other 
community groups. The emphasis on each function changes as the 
individual moves up the hierarchy. The arrangement also provides 
2 
a much better means of communication among levels of the hierarchy. 
^"Ronald F. Campbell, Edwin M. Bridges and Raphael 0. 
Nystrand, Introduction to Educational Administration 5th ed., 
(Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1977), p. 233. 
2 
Thomas J. Sergiovanni and Fred D. Carver, The New School 
Executive: A Theory of Administration (New York: Harper & Row, 
Publishers , 1980 ) , pp. 182-183. 
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Griffiths in a significant study views the superinten¬ 
dent's role as one of the staff leader whose strength is depen¬ 
dent upon his staff's performance. He describes the growing 
importance and complexity of the superintendent's staff leader¬ 
ship role as follows: 
The personnel function of the superintendent is 
assuming larger and larger proportions. Due to such 
factors as increased size of school districts, 
increased professional preparation of teachers, 
increases in salaries of professional educators, 
and the general change in employer-employee rela¬ 
tionships in the country, the superintendent of 
today faces many more problems than did his 
predecessors. Some of these factors are of the 
superintendent's own making. He exercises no 
control, however, over most of the factors, but 
must cope with them nevertheless. 
In this framework the superintendent must be a leader 
working to maintain the strength of his staff, while at the same 
time establishing himself as a symbol to both the community and 
staff of quality education. 
Griffith in another book describes the changing attitude 
toward education in America and the need for superintendents 
with intellect and understanding rather than those with manipulative 
2 
skills. Griffiths' model is expanded in his detailed discussion 
of the philosopher-superintendent in which he defines the excep¬ 
tional role the superintendent must play in: instruction, inno¬ 
vation, structure, an adequate staff, university-school rela- 
Daniel E. Griffiths, et al., Organizing Schools for 
Effective Education (Danville, Illinois: The Interstate 
Printers and Publishers, Inc., 1962), p. 165. 
2 
Daniel E. Griffiths, The School Superintendent (New York: 
The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., T966), 
pp. 101-105. 
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tions (the philosopher-superintendent should be well 
above average in intelligence and educational achievement). 
Duties, Functions and Role Expectations 
ot the School Superintendent 
The changing times are demanding new, strange and often 
uncomfortable role expectations of the superintendent. The 
advent of the Civil Rights movement, legislative enactments, 
court decisions and citizens' groups promoting accountability 
are redefining the superintendent's role in the school organi¬ 
zation. If he is to survive as an individual in his work and 
in his profession, he must learn to cope with these new forces. 
This changing pattern brought Burbank to review the nec- 
cessary role change for the superintendent of the seventies: 
1. New attitudes and expectations of people who 
make up the school system in regard to the 
superintendent. 
2. Construction of new approaches to school 
district problems. 
3. Being able to be flexible without weakening. 
4. Adapting to a different school district and 
size, building and budget. 
3. Displaying different approaches to leader¬ 
ship brought on by bigger school districts. 
6. Preventing bureaucratic rules and regulations. 
7. Decentralization of school districts. 
8. Dealing with staff relationship, particularly 
the complex relationship of a large school 
system.1 
Natt B. Burbank, The Superintendent of Schools: His Head- 
aches and Rewards (Danville : The Interstate Printers and Pub- 
lishers , Inc. , T568), p. 23. 
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Writing a decade later, Thomas discussed the following 
strategies necessary for superintendents to survive their 
changing role. 
1. Be active in the community. The superintendent 
needs to be in a position of hearing, listening 
and learning what is going on. 
2. Develop good interpersonal relations among staff 
members to prevent conflict and dysfunctional 
behavior in school organization. 
3. Continue to grow professionally in order to ^ 
effectively perform advisory and leadership role. 
Fowler lists twelve traits, or behaviors, that make up 
the rule description of a successful superintendent during 
times when role strain and role complexity are placing pressures 
on the superintendent's interactions with his reference group 
as follows: 
1. Leadership. He inspires teamwork, maintains 
high morale, directs the school system toward 
given objectives, and helps others grow on the 
job. The community sees the superintendent as 
an educational leader, and the superintendent 
raises community expectations of its schools. 
2. Scholarship. He is scholarly and analytical but 
not pedantic; he is widely read and understands 
the need for empirical support for recommenda¬ 
tions; he keeps abreast of current educational 
trends. 
3. Judgment. The superintendent's actions and 
decisions reflect knowledge and use of common 
sense. 
4. Alertness. The superintendent is intellectually 
and intuitively able to interpret and respond. 
5. Initiative. He can originate and/or develop 
''"Charles R. Thomas, "Increasing Your Tenure," The School 
Administrator 37, (January, 1982), p. 29. 
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ideas and "sell" them to board and staff. In the 
language of the early sixties, he's a self starter. 
6. Cooperation. He has the ability and desire to 
work with others in a team situation; authority, 
role, and power are not his paramount consideration. 
7. Drive - The superintendent's continuing urge is to 
improve the educational program without frightening 
others. 
8. Self-Confidence. He's self-reliant and tactful. 
9. Communications. The superintendent expresses 
himself clearly and concisely as a writer and 
speaker. 
10. Flexibility. He adapts to new situations and does 
not regard his own opinion as inviolate. 
11. Stability. The superintendent remains calm and 
poised under pressure; he appreciates but is not 
bound by tradition and custom. 
12. Reliability. He performs açcordi 
matters within his control.1 
ng to promise on 
Still another important consideration enabling the super¬ 
intendent to meet the expanded role expectations is allocation 
of the superintendent's time. Heddinger, in a study of super¬ 
intendents' tasks, reinforces the notion that superintendents 
are no longer educational leaders due to the nature of demands 
placed upon them. He presents the superintendent's allocation 
of time as follows: 
Charles W. Fowler, "How to Let (and Help) Your Super¬ 
intendent be a Superintendent," American School Board Journal 
165 (September, 1975), p. 18. 
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Activity Percentage of 
Time Allocated 
Fiscal management and budget 
planning 15.13 
Professional organization, 
participation and development 
of administrative skill 13.59 
Public relations and community 
organization work 12.46 
Preparation for and attendance 
at board of education meetings 12.15 
Labor negotiations, contract 
management and staff grievances 10.00 
Dealing with community grievances 7.69 
Facilities planning 3.44 
Staff selection and recruitment 2.36 
Supervision of non-educational 
services (cafeteria, transporta¬ 
tion, etc. ) 1.99 
Total non-educational allocations 78.72 
Long-range - educational 7.95 
Evaluation of the current 
educational programs 7.02 
Supervision of teaching 3.69 
Planning and attendance of 
student activities 2.62 
Total educationally related time 21.281 
"'"Fred M. Heddinger, "Selecting the Right Superintendent," 
Pennsylvania School Boards Association Bulletin 41, (March, 
1977), p. IB.  
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Morris studied the job behavior of local school superin¬ 
tendents using a self-reporting procedure on a random recording 
schedule. The twelve superintendents participating in the study 
recorded 1800 randomly scheduled observations. The data were 
used to prepare three graphic displays of group behavior. The 
relative proportions (or percentages of observations for each 
of the Action Categories include: talking on a one-to-one basis 
(36.5%) or meeting with other actors within or outside of the 
school organization ( 23.37») accounted for nearly two-thirds of 
these observations. The activities usually done alone - reading, 
writing, editing, and studying (31.87») accounted for the other 
one-third of the observations. The second display illustrated 
the distribution of people or actors with whom the superinten¬ 
dent interacted: 
1. Self 28.6% 
2. Central office staff 2 3.27» 
3. Peers 14.37c 
4. Board, Parents, Community 13.17c 
5. Building Administrators 12.07o 






The third display illustrated the distribution of issues 
addressed to the superintendent: 
■*"J. R. Morris, "Job(s) of the Superintendency," Educa- 
tional Research Quarterly 4, (Winter, 1979), pp. 17-19. 
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1. Personnel 23.0% 
2. Other Extracurricular 
Administration 
18.3% 
3. Curriculum/Instruction 11.97c 
4. Budget 9.97o 
5. Public Relations 9.67c 
6 . Building and Space 
Management 9.47c 
7 . Personnel 7.37c 
8. Legal 6.07c 
9. Student Affairs 4.57c1 
Salley's national study of superintendent's 
ties found the following factor or job dimensions for 




I. Relationship with people and groups 
2. Desegregation and race relations 
3. Relations with principals 
4. Federal and state relations 
9. Teacher and staff evaluation 
11. Dealing with societal problems 
12. Community relations and support 
14. Board Relations 
15. Collegial relations 
17. Dealing with political influences 
1Ibid. , p. 23. 
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11. Instruction 
16. Monitoring student achievement 
III. Personnel 
1. Collective bargaining 
13. Personnel administration 
IV. Administration 
5. Central office coordination 
6. Budgeting 
7. Information systems and reporting 
8. Physical facilities 
10. Special programs and projects'*' 
Hughes and Gordon address issues such as Proposition 13, 
reduced budgets, teacher/administrator discord, declining en¬ 
rollment and a myriad of problems beleaguering in their study 
of role expectations for the superintendent. Respondents were 
first asked to identify five issues, professional areas, or 
concerns that superintendents think chief executives should 
know about. Responses were as follows: 
^Columbus Salley, 
Administrators Notebook 
University of Chicago) 
"Superintendent's Job, 
(Midwest Administration 
28 (1979-80), pp. 76-79. 
Prioritie 
Center : 
s » t 
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Issues Total Response 
Communication skills 215 
(with public) (36) 
(with board) (50) 
(with staff) (67) 
(other) (12) 
Curriculum 94 
Management techniques 88 









In a comprehensive study carried out for the American 
Association of School Administrators in 1970, the issues in 
rank order include: 
1. Financing schools to meet increasing current 
expenditures and capital outlay. 
2. Demands for new ways of teaching or operating 
the educational program. 
3. Greater visibility of the superintendent. 
4. Changes in value and behavioral norms. 
5. School staff relations, strikes, sanctions. 
6. Growing federal involvement in education. 
7. Reorganization of small districts into larger 
units of administration. 
8. Assessment of educational outcomes, such as the 
national assessment effort. 
■*"Larry W. Hughes and William M. Gordon, "What's Belea¬ 
guering Superintendent These Days?" Catalyst for Change (Fall, 
1980) , pp. 22-26. 
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9 . Caliber of persons assigned or removed from local 
boards of education. 
10. Caliber of responsibilities assigned to or removed 
from local boards of education. 
11 . Social-cultural issues such as race relations, 
integration or regreation. 
12 . Rapid increasing student enrollments. 
13. Changing priorities in curriculum, such as intro¬ 
ducing black studies courses or sex education, or 
eliminating others. 
14. Use of drugs in the schools. 
15. Increasing attacks on the superintendent. 
16 . Growing pressure for public support of non-public 
schools. 
17 . Student activism, such as underground newspapers and 
student strikes. 
18. Decentralization of large districts into smaller units 
of administration.1 
Knezevich also identified factors inhibiting the effec- 
tiveness of the superintendent : 
1 . Inadequate financing of schools 
2. Too many insignificant demands upon the superintendent. 
3. Inexperienced, unqualified, or unprepared staff 
members. 
4. Limits on personal or professional capabilities. 
5. Lack of time or too much added responsibility. 
6. Too many controls placed on the superintendent. 
7 . Not enough administrative staff members. 
8. Others - race, ethnic problems, drug problems, 
clerical staff, philosophy 
9. District too small 
■'"Stephen Knezevich, The American School Superintendent, 
(Washington, D.C., American Association of School Administrators 
1971), p. 58. 
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10. Difficulty in relations with school board members'*' 
In summary the purpose of this phase of the study was to 
review the authoritative and research literature of role anal¬ 
ysis and the functions of the public school superintendent as 
they relate to the proposed analysis of role relationship sur¬ 
rounding the position of public school superintendent in the 
large urban setting. 
Systematic Observational Studies about the 
Nature of Managerial Work 
Findings from a number of systematic observational studies 
support the following statements about the nature of managerial 
work. These broad conclusions summarize the characteristics of 
managers and managing that can be described with some assurance. 
1. Managers Work Long Hours 
2 
Findings from several studies (Carlson, 1951; Cohen & 
March, 1974;^ Copeman, 196 3 ; ^ Dale and Urwick, 1960^) indicate 
that the executives' work-week typically consumes at least 50 
** Ibid . , p. 58 . 
2 
S. Carlson, Executive Behavior: A Study of the Work Load 
and the Working Method of Managing Directors (Stockholm, Strom- 
bergs ", 1951 }"," pp"'' 31)"-57V   
3 
M. D. Cohen & J. G. March, Leadership and Ambiguity 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1974), pp. 60-86. 
4 
G. Copeman, How British Executives Spend Their Day. 
In G. Copeman, H. Luijk, & F. de P. Hanika, How the Executive 
Spends His Time (London: Business Publications , 1963 ) , pp. 2TJ—30. 
^E. Dale & L. F. Urwick, Staff in Organization. (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1960), pp. 1-49. 
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hours and can go up to 90 hours for certain individuals. The 
"excessively heavy" work load of executives (Carlson, 1951''") is 
carried outside the office during weekends in the form of desk- 
work done at home, business meetings, social events, etc. 
(Burns, 1957^); (Horne & Lupton, 1965^); (Mintzberg, 1970^ ran§ 
ing from 28 to 47 hours (although one of the five chief execu¬ 
tives studied by Mintzberg^ put in 53 hours during the week). 
2. Managers Are Busy 
The activity level of managers is surprisingly high, 
particularly at low levels of management. A number of studies 
of the activity rate of supervisors have shown at least 200 
separate activities (incidents or episodes) during a tupical 
8-hour day. These studies reported averages of up to 583 inci¬ 
dents per day and individual rates as high as 1,073 per day 
(Guest, 1956 Ponder, 1957^); Thomason, 1966, 1967^). The 
^Carlson, Executive Behavior, p. 63. 
2 
T. Burns, "Management in Action," Operational Research 
Quarterly, 1957, 8, 45-60. 
3 
J. H. Horne & T. Lupton, "The Work Activities of Middle 
Managers: An Exploratory Study," The Journal of Management 
Studies, 1965 , 2(1), 14-33.   
4 ,, H. Mintzberg, Structured Observation As a Method to 
Study Managerial Work," The Journal of Management Studies, 1970, 
"*R. H. Guest, "Of Time and the Foreman," Personnel, 1956, 
32, 478-486.   
6Q. D. Ponder "The Effective Manufacturing Foreman." In 
E. Young (Ed.), Proceedings of the Tenth Annual Meeting of the 
Industrial Relationship Association, 1957, 41-54. 
^G. F. Thomason, Managerial Work Roles and Relationships 
(Part II). The Journal of Management Studies. 1967, _4, 17-30. 
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number of contacts, or interactions, in a foreman's day ranged 
1 2 
from 300 to more than 450 (Jasinski, 1956 ; Ponder, 1959 ; 
(Walker, Guest and Turner, 1956^). Guest (1956^) found that 
foremen "sit" only 0.2 percent of the time, or about 58 seconds 
in an 8-hour day. 
3. A Manager's Work is Fragmented; Episodes are Brief 
Brevity. As would be expected, given managers' rates of 
activity, most activities are very brief. A study of foremen 
showed one incident every 48 seconds, with individual foremen 
averaging from 26 seconds to 2 minutes per incident (Guest, 
19565; Ponder, 1958^; Walker et al., 19567) . 
g 
Mintzberg (1970) reported a chief executive's scheduled meetings 
■'‘F. J. Jasinski, "Foreman Relationships Outside the Work 
Group," Personnel, 1956, 33. > 130-136. 
2 
Q. D. Ponder, "Supervisory Practices of Effective and 
Ineffective Foremen," Doctoral dissertation, Columbia Univers¬ 
ity, 1958 j Dissertation Abstracts, 1959, 20, 3983. University 
Microfilms No! 59-1497), pp. 1-30. 
3 
C. R. Walker, R. H. Guest, and A. N. Turner, The Foreman 
on the Assembly Line, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
i935r;"pp".'"30-&'4':— 
^R. H. Guest, "Of Time and the Foreman," p. 488. 
"’R. H. Guest, "Of Time and the Foreman," p. 486. 
^Q. D. Ponder, "Supervisory Practices of Effective and 
Ineffective Foremen," pp. 48-60. 
7C. R. Walker et al., "The Foreman on the Assembly Line," 
p. 46 . 
g 
H. Mintzberg, "Structured Observation as a Method to 
Study Managerial Work," pp. 100-104. 
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with an average duration of 68 minutes, constituted much of 
this latter category. Telephone conversations were short 
(average duration of 6 minutes); tours, unscheduled meetings, 
and deskwork were conducted during periods averaging 10 to 15 
minutes each. 
Interruptions. Interruptions may account at least in 
part for the brevity of managers' activities because they dis¬ 
rupt planned or ongoing activities. At lower levels, "un¬ 
planned informal contacts" took up nearly 20 percent of a 
manager's time, increasing from 12 percent for foremen to 26 per¬ 
cent for third-level managers (Hinrichs, 1964'*'). At the execu- 
2 
tive level, Carlson (1951) noted that while in his office one 
chief executive went undisturbed for 23 minutes or more only 12 
3 
times in 35 days. Luijk's (1963) observations of senior execu¬ 
tives indicated it was not unusual for executives to have 40 
telephone conversations and 30 visitors a day, for a total of 
70 interruptions in a day. 
■*"J. R. Henrichs, "Communications Activity of Research 
Personnel," Personnel Psychology, 1964, 17, 193-204. 
2 
S. Carlson, Executive Behavior, p. 31. 
3 
H. Luijk, "How Dutch Executives Spend Their Day." In G. 
Copeman, H. Luijk, & F. de P. Hanika, How the Executive Spends 
His Time (London: Business Publications, 1963), pp. 4-64. 
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4. The Manager's Job is Varied 
Types of Activities. Five discrete types of activities 
are listed and easy to identify: paperwork, phone calls, 
scheduled meetings, unscheduled or informal meetings, and in¬ 
spection tours/visits. On the average, an executive's day was 
spent processing 36 pieces of mail, attending 4 unscheduled 
meetings, making 5 phone calls, and conducting 1 tour (Mintz- 
1 2 berg, 1970) each (Mintzberg, 1970) . Unscheduled meetings, 
about 10 to 55 each week, usually with only one other person, 
3 
took about 10 percent of chief executives' time (Mintzberg) . 
4 
Carlson (1951) reported that most executives attended regular 
meetings of at least 4 internal committees (ranging from 12 to 
400 meetings a year). Dale and Urwick (I960)3 found that a 
bank president spent 16 hours a week in committee meetings. 
Contacts. Even at the supervisory level, as pointed out 
by Sullivan (1980)^, managers routinely in contact with a 
variety of people. The major portion of (617») the supervisor's 
time was spent in verbal communication which generally took the 
^H. Mintzberg, "Structured Observation as a Method to 
Study Managerial Work," p. 93-96. 
3Ibid., p. 102. 
3Ibid. 
4S. Carlson, Executive Behavior, pp. 53-54. 
3Dale and Urwick, Staff in Organizations, p. 47. 
^Cheryl Ann Sullivan, The Work of the Instructional 
Supervisor: A Functional Analysis, pp. 5-7. 
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the form of informal, face-to-face contacts with others in the 
school organization. Verbal communication and other aspects of 
the supervisor's work flow were marked by fragmentation of both 
time and activity typical of the managerial pattern. At higher 
management levels, more contacts are made with people outside. 
Paperwork, or deskwork, includes such activities as 
handling mail, reading reports and journals, and drafting docu¬ 
ments. Deskwork took up between 22 percent (Mintzberg, 1970)^ 
2 
and 36 percent (Stewart, 1967) of an executive's time. Mail 
is a minor, routine part of the job, usually taking less than 
3 
5 percent of a manager's time (Brewer & Tomlinson, 1969 ; Dublin 
6 Spray, 1964)^. Executives reacted to only about 30 percent 
of the mail they received, or 20 to 65 pieces a week; and they 
initiated only 15 or fewer pieces a week. Most of their 
responses were to written requests and most were directed to 
subordinates (55 percent) or peers (17 percent) (Mintzberg, 
1970)^ 
■^H. Mintzberg, "Structured Observation as a Method to 
Study Managerial Work," pp. 77-104. 
2 
R. Stewart, Managers and Their Jobs (London: Macmillan, 
1967), pp. 32-49. 
3 
E. Brewer & Tomlinson, J. W. C. "The Manager's Working 
Day," The Journal of Industrial Economics, 1964, 12, 191-197. 
R. Dublin & S. L. Spray, "Executive Behavior and Inter¬ 
action," Industrial Relations, 1964, (3, 99-108. 
^H. Mintzberg, "Structured Observation as a Method to 
Study Managerial Work," p. 102. 
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Scheduled meetings take up much of an executive's time. 
Chief executives spent almost 60 percent of their time in 15 to 
30 scheduled meetings a week; these meetings lasted on the aver¬ 
age more than an hour. More contacts are made with people outside 
the organization, including government officials, members of peer 
and trade organizations, consultants, suppliers, clients and cus¬ 
tomers, etc. Also, it was reported by Mintzberg that few of an 
executive's contacts were on a routine basis (Mintzberg, 1970). 
Internal Contacts. Studies across a range of management 
levels have shown that 26-28 percent of a manager's time was 
2 3 
spent with subordinates (Kelly, 1964 ; Stewart, 1967 ); 32 to 
46 percent of their contact time was spent with subordinates 
(Kelly, 19644; Ponder, 1959^); and subordinates represented 60 
to 70 percent of the supervisor's internal contacts (Lowler 
et al., 19686; Martin, 1956)^. 
^H. Mintzberg, "Structured Observation as a Method to 
Study Managerial Work," pp. 87-89. 
2 
J. Kelly, "The Study of Executive Behavior by Activity 
Sampling," Human Frelations, 1964, 17, 277-287. 
3 
R. Stewart, Managers and Their Jobs, pp. 59-68. 
4J. Kelly, "The Study of Executive Behavior by Activity 
Sampling," pp. 285-287. 
“*Q.D. Ponder, "Supervisory Practices of Effective and 
Ineffective Foreman," pp. 68-79. 
£ 
E.E. Lawler, L.W. Porter &. A. Tannenbaum, "Manager's 
Attitudes toward Interaction Episodes," Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 1968, 52^, 532-439. 
^N.H. Martin, "Differential Decisions in the Management of 
an Industrial Plant," The Journal of Business, 1955, 29, 
249-260 
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4. Managers Don't Know How They Spend Their Time 
A number of researchers have used multiple research 
methods to determine how accurately managers describe their 
working patterns. The most common strategy is to compare man¬ 
agers' responses to an interview or questionnaire with results 
from systematic observation conducted soon after. It is 
apparent from these comparisons that managers do not have a 
clear conception of how they spend their time. In a study of 
12 mid-level administrators at a large university, Lewis and 
Dahl (1976 )'*" asked for estimates of the proportion of time 
spent on certain activities. This was followed up by recording 
their actual behavior for five weeks. Whereas the administrator 
had guessed that they spent only 47 percent of their time in 
meetings, the observational recording revealed that meetings 
occupied 69 percent of the working day. Other findings were 
that telephone calls consumed only 4 percent of the day (9 per¬ 
cent was estimated) and thinking/planning took up only 2 per¬ 
cent of the time compared to estimates of 6 percent. 
2 
Similarly, Burns' (1954) observational findings revealed 
that after observing four factory executives on the time they 
said they spent on production (53-587»), he found that the actual 
time spent was 347». 
■*"D. R. Lewis and T. Dahl, "time Management in Higher 
Education Administration: A Case Study," Higher Education, 
1976, 5, 49-66. 
2 
T. Burns, "The Directions of Activity and Communication 
in a Departmental Executive Group," Human Relations, 1954, 7, 
73-97. 
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In Sullivan's study (1980),^ the researcher found that 
there were discrepancies in the job description and work per¬ 
formance of supervisors. Her findings revealed that 617» of the 
supervisors' time was spent on verbal communication which took 
the form of informal, face-to-face contacts with others in the 
school organization. Other aspects of the supervisor's work 
flow were marked by fragmentation of both time and activity 
typical of the managerial pattern. 
In general, the data suggest managers perceive themselves 
as spending more time than they actually do on technical, cogni¬ 
tive, and singular activities, and less time on formal and in¬ 
formal interactions. 
The literature review, whether it reflects the discipline 
or the particular perspective of the investigator, attempted to 
capture the interactive and multidimensional nature of the super¬ 
intendent's unique personality, needs and drives, various 
statuses and positions, relationships with groups of others in 
terms of individual and organizational goals. 
The literature review on the superintendent's roles and 
duties constitute an intensive body of theories, philosophy, and 
practices. Moreover, it was revealed that the roles constantly 
change in reaction to the demands placed upon them by social needs. 
Although the literature review on the historical develop¬ 
ment of the superintendent was extensive, the superintendent's 
■'’Cheryl Ann Sullivan, "The Work of the instructional 
Supervisor," pp. 50-59. 
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role as defined by authors, his duties, functions and role expec¬ 
tations of the school superintendent, there is still, this 
researcher feels, a need to find out by actual observation 
whether he fulfills his job description. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The Theoretical Context of the Study 
Introduction 
The primary focus of this study was to determine the 
extent to which the surveyed responses and the observed 
behavior of superintendents differed on three performance 
functions — informational, interpersonal, and decisional. In 
order to satisfy the concern under consideration, the purpose 
of this chapter is to give the methodological procedures on how 
the research was carried out. These include (1) the permission 
to conduct the study, (2) the research designs, (3) the selec¬ 
tion of subjects, (4) the description of the instruments, and 
the use of surveyed and observational forms, (5) the research 
questions, (6) the collection of the data, (7) the data anal¬ 
ysis procedures, (8) the statement of the null hypotheses, 
and (9) a brief discussion of the Observation which will be 
expanded in Chapter IV. 
Permission to Conduct the Study 
The first contact with the designated school systems was 
informal, at which time general information about the study was 
given. Likewise, each selected school system furnished specifica- 
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tions required for the job specifications, and cooperation of the 
selected school systems was sought for purposes of observation. 
The researcher set up a schedule of ten-day observation 
periods for three of the participating superintendents. The 
intensity of the method and assurance of confidentiality and 
anonymity were again made clear. Letters and communications 
from all systems were filed. 
The Research Design 
The purpose and scope of this research design were to 
formulate a means for collecting and analyzing data related to 
three administrative functions of the superintendency : inter¬ 
personal, informational, and decisional. This identification 
of functions follows the Mintzberg research design. The relation¬ 
ships among the aforementioned administrative functions provide 
some insight into the administrative styles of observed and 
surveyed superintendents. 
The research methodology employed is descriptive, whereby 
the observation and survey results are compared. 
The Schematic Research Design, Illustration 1, focuses on 
functions and job tasks on the basis of which the two groups 
are differentiated. 
Selection of Subjects 
The population sample, both surveyed and observed, was 
defined as intermediate level superintendents managing regional 
ILLUSTRATION 1 
SCHEMATIC RESEARCH DESIGN 
(DESCRIPTIVE) 
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sections of school systems of the Great City Schools.'*' Three 
of the population samples to be observed were selected on the 
basis of availability. Pursuant to the identification of the 
subjects, but prior to the collection of data, one of the 
selectees found it necessary to withdraw from participation 
and was replaced by an official in another local system. 
The surveyed sample consisted of the above three plus 
19 others who volunteered to participate. Six females and 16 
males were involved. 
The Schematic Sampling Design, Illustration 2, focused 
on the target population of the observed and surveyed groups. 
A consideration of the accessible population resulted in a 
sample of 22 surveyed, of which were also 3 observed subjects. 
The Description of the Instrument 
The Job Task Perception Ranking Form (based on Mintz- 
berg's instrument, (1968) was selected to gather the survey 
data because (1) it included aspects similar to the superin¬ 
tendent's job tasks with which this study is concerned, (2) it 
took a relatively short period of time to complete, and (3) it 
had been used successfully in research studies of Sullivan 
(1980), ^ and Burke and Aldrich (1983)Since 1968 its use has 
'''Robert Wigg.ngton, ed., Great City School Directory 
Washington, D.C., 20006: The Council of Great City Schools, 
1983-84, 1707 H Street, N.W.—5th Floor, pp. 1-51. 
2 
Cheryl Ann G. Sullivan, The Work of the Instructional 
Supervisor: A Functional Analysis, pp. 1-80. 
3 
Lance B. Burke and Howard E. Aldrich, "Mintzberg Was 
ILLUSTRATION 2 
SCHEMATIC SAMPLING DESIGN 
OBSERVED 
SUPERINTENDENTS 
SOURCE: ARY, ET AL 
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been praised by researchers for its validity and reliability. 
Mintzberg developed an instrument to measure what managers actu¬ 
ally did in middle to large-sized organizations — a consulting 
firm, a technology company, a hospital, a consumer goods company, 
and a school system. Using a method called "structured observa¬ 
tion" during one intensive week of observation for each executive, 
Mintzberg recorded various aspects of each piece of mail and every 
verbal contact. His method was designed to capture data on both 
work characteristic and job content. In all, he averaged 890 
pieces of incoming and outgoing mail and 368 verbal contacts. 
Use of Observation Form 
The structured observation forms were used to record and 
classify the specific type of activity observed and the amount 
of time the subject spent on each activity. Activities were 
recorded for each subject on a daily form for the duration of 
the observation period, summary tally sheets were compiled for 
each subject, with an overall tally sheet summarizing all observed 
activities. These results were then analyzed and reported as it 
fit one or more of the ten major classifications. Other activi¬ 
ties not classifiable under the ten were lumped together into 
an eleventh category. Any observed activity which qualified for 
more than one category was placed in all appropriate categories. 
Right! : A Replication and Extension of the Nature of Managerial 
Work," Management Science, Vol. 29, No. 8 August, 1983, pp. 975- 
984. 
JOB TASK PERCEPTION RANKING FORM 
Directions: Rank each of the tasks in each category in order of their importance to you. 
Then in the column on the right, check the estimated amount of time that you 
spent on that task. 
PRIORITY JOB TASKS Estimated time spend on the task 













1. Figurehead (symbolic head; performs 
routine duties of a legal or social 
nature) 
2. Leader (motivation and activation of 
subordinates; stopping and training) 
3. Liaison (maintain network of outside 
contracts) 
4. Monitor (seeks and receives special 
information to understand the organi¬ 
zation and environment) 
5. Disseminator (Transmits information 
to members of the organization) 
6. Spokesperson (Transmits information 
to outsiders on the organization's 
plans and policies, etc.) 
7. Entrepreneur (Searches the organiza¬ 
tion for opportunities and articles 
"improvement projects" to bring 
about change) 
8. Disturbance Handler (Responsible for 
corrective action 
9. Resource Allocator (allocation of 
organizational resources of all kinds) 
10. Negotiator (represents the organiza¬ 
tion at negotiations) 
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Research Questions 
Because Mintzberg's ten role descriptions formulated the 
core of this study, the research explored various aspects of 
these characteristics. The questions composed are as follows: 
1. To what extent did execution of each of the roles 
occupy the time of the subjects? 
2. Which of the descriptions appear to be the most 
significant? Why? 
3. Which of the factors was rated the most significant 
to the subjects? Why? 
4. Was the amount of time spent in the activity con¬ 
sistent with the ranking in importance of that 
particular descriptor? If not, why the difference? 
5. Were other activities that occupied a significant 
amount of the subject's time not identified? If so, 
what were they? 
6. How does the job observation of the job-role per¬ 
formance of superintendents compare with the survey 
results? Are there any differences in what these 
subjects say they do and their actual job performance? 
Collection of Data 
In order to find out what the superintendent does, the 
researcher's study method followed the several steps described 
below : 
1. The researcher identified the survey superintendents 
from large urban areas. Specifically, these superintendents, 
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including the three to be observed, constituted the selected 
sample, having comparable job descriptions. 
2. Based on the job description of these superintendents, 
the researcher sent out a survey form to the twenty-two recip¬ 
ients designed to determine what the superintendents identify 
as their major activities. 
3. A more intensive analysis of activities of three super¬ 
intendents was done by observing each of them for ten days along 
the line of Mintzberg's structured observation. In order to 
get at the information, the observer: 
a. Observed and recorded the records which were made 
available to him. 
b. Recorded all aspects of administrative behavior by 
recording them in a daily log. 
c. Reviewed the records of the office which were made 
available to the researcher. 
d. Collected routine distribution of notes (agenda or 
handouts of meetings). 
e. Recorded with a tape-recorder (meetings, special 
situations, and dialogue from personnel who shed 
light on the superintendents). 
f. Noted the activities and social interaction patterns 
of the superintendents. 
g. Other (the observer recorded "other events" into parts 
of the listings): Obtained information from miscella¬ 
neous sources which helped to contribute to the on- 
the-job performance of the superintendent (various 
Subject A, B, or C 
Categories 
DAILY IOC Date 
A great deal 
of time >4 hrs. 
Consider¬ 



































meetings, files, calendars, sign-out sheets, appoint¬ 
ment books, check-offs, et cetera). 
4. Next, the observer compared the survey of what the 22 
superintendents said they do with the actual observation of what 
3 of them actually do. 
5. The researcher compiled and analyzed the results of 
the observation and the survey data. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
The following procedures are based on the data collected 
via the structured observation form and the Job Task Perception 
Ranking Form: 
1. Completed a summary tally of observed job performance 
by each subject and by total. 
2. Completed a summary ranking of importance of job tasks 
by total surveyed sample (22) versus observed sample 
(3) . 
3. Completed a t-test of the surveyed sample versus 
observed sample. 
4. Completed a comparison of estimated time spent on 
tasks by observed population. The statistical treat¬ 
ment used was the t-test, rejecting the null hypothesis 
at the .05 level of significance. 
5. Finally, reported, recorded, and gave an analysis of 
other duties performed, as well as the amount of time 
spent on the duties. 
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The Schematic Instrumentation Design, Illustration 3, 
focuses on the two instruments used. Both instruments (JTPRF 
and DLFT) were used for the observed group, while only JTPRF 
was used for the surveyed group. 
The Statistical Design 
Both descriptive and inferential statistical procedures 
were used in this study. A definition of each measurement is 
as follows: 
1. Frequencies and Percentages indicate the number and 
percentages of scores, or measurements, showing how the observed 
and surveyed groups responded to the various items on the Job 
Task Perception Ranking Form. 
2. Measures of Central Tendency yields summary and average 
data, including the mean. 
3. Measures of Variability describe the extent of homog¬ 
eneity or heterogeneity, focusing on variation of performance. 
4. t-test, which is used especially for small samples 
and for unknown population variance, facilities statistical 
inference from the sample to the population. In this study, 
the t-test was used to test each null hypothesis, using .05 as 
the minimum level of significance. 
Null Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were used to test for 
significance : 
ILLUSTRATION 3 
SCHEMATIC INSTRUMENTATION DESIGN 
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Hypothesis 1 (HQ^:) 
There is no significant difference in the responses of 
superintendents surveyed as compared with observed behavior of 
superintendents in the performance of interpersonal functions 
(figurehead, leader, liaison). 
Hypothesis 2 (HQ2:) 
There is no significant difference in the responses of 
superintendents surveyed as compared with observed behavior of 
superintendents in the performance of informational functions 
(monitor, disseminator, spokesperson). 
Hypothesis 3 (HQ^:) 
There is no significant difference in the responses of 
superintendents surveyed as compared with observed behavior of 
superintendents in the performance of decisional functions 
(resource allocator, entrepreneur, disturbance handler, 
negotiator ) . 
The Schematic Statistical Design, Illustration 4, clearly 
demonstrates that both descriptive statistics and inferential 
statistics were employed in the determination of the group 
differences. 
The Computerizational Design 
The data were processed with SPSS-X, Version M, Release 
9.1., February, 1982. The SPSS-X (Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences) is an integrated system, especially designed 
for social-science data, including educational research. The 
ILLUSTRATION 4 
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package permits a marked amount of flexibility with respect to 
the data format. Also, the user is afforded a comprehensive set 
of procedures for data transformation and file manipulation, 
including routines and subroutines. 
The Schematic Computerizational Design, Illustration 5, 
shows the foregoing, focusing on the computerized processing of 
the data for the groups and subsequent group differences. 
The Observation 
The data were collected in the late winter and early 
spring of 1984 by the researcher who spent 10 days each with 
three superintendents. The superintendents provided surprisingly 
complete access. Before beginning the observation, the researcher 
followed Mintzberg's procedure of collecting supplemental informa¬ 
tion about each area, its organization, and its management. Dur¬ 
ing the 10 days of observation, the observer used chronology, 
contact, and mail records (to a limited extent) similar to 
Mintzberg's procedures, and supplemented these with unstruc¬ 
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DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
The manager's job can be described in terms of various 
"roles," or organized sets of behavior identified with a posi¬ 
tion. Based on Mintzberg's structured observation, the 
researcher's description comprises ten roles. Formal authority 
gives rise to the three interpersonal roles, which in turn give 
rise to the three informational roles; these two sets of roles 
enable the manager to execute four decisional roles. 
This chapter presents data according to statistical and 
research procedures in terms of acceptable analysis and inter¬ 
pretation. The presentation is concerned with the level of 
administrative time and involvement of observed and surveyed 
superintendents in reference to interpersonal functions, in¬ 
formational functions, and decisional functions. The expected 
outcome was the identification and isolation of each job-task 
function and the determination of the levels of similarities 
and differences between each group. An analysis was performed 
on each group with measurement of intra-group and inter-group 
relationships. 
In order to increase clarity and understanding of this 
presentation, it was divided into seven analytical topics. 
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These topics are as follows: 
1. Survey of demographic and descriptive information of 
superintendents. 
2. Analysis of demographic and descriptive information 
of superintendents. 
3. Observation of demographic and descriptive information 
of superintendents. 
4. Analysis of observed superintendents. 
5. Comparison of means of the groups. 
6. The t-test as the inferential statistical technique. 
7. Test of the statistical hypothesis in keeping with 
the research hypotheses. 
Surveyed Superintendents Demographic 
and Descriptive Information 
Twenty-two superintendents from the Great City schools 
responded to the survey instrument. These school systems were: 
1. New Orleans Public Schools 
2. New York City Public Schools 
3. Boston Public Schools 
4. Chicago Public Schools 
5. Dade County Florida Public Schools 
6. Dallas Independent School Districts 
7. Portland Public Schools 
8. St. Louis Public Schools 
9. Seattle School District No. 1 
10. Oakland Unified School District 
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11. Philadelphia Public Schools 
12. San Francisco Unified School District 
13. Toledo Public Schools 
14. Detroit Public Schools 
15. Memphis City Schools 
16. Minneapolis Public Schools 
17. Long Beach Unified School District (California) 
18. Denver Public Schools 
19. Washington, D.C. Public Schools 
20. Atlanta Public Schools (2) 
22. DeKalb Public Schools 
The geographic location of these school systems are as 
follows: seven from the midwest, five from the west, four from 
the east, and six from the south. 
The Interpersonal Function 
Data on this function is presented in Table 1. Each 
response was assigned the following values on a daily utiliza¬ 
tion basis. 1=A Great Deal of Time (more than four hours), 
2=Considerable (between three and four hours), 3=Moderate 
(between two and three hours), 4=0ccasional (between one and two 
hours), and 5=Seldom (less than one hour). Mean scores were 
computed in reference to these weighted values. These values 
were used in the analysis for all functions. 
Job Task One: Figurehead - A symbolic head who is obliged 
to perform a number of routine duties of a legal or social nature. 
According to the data in Table 1 twelve of the surveyed 
superintendents reported they spent between one and two hours 
TABLE 1 
THE INTERPERSONAL FUNCTION AND THE DESIGNATED TASKS 
(SURVEY RESULTS) 
F igurehead  Leader   Lia ison 
Task Time Code Frequency Percentage F requency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
A great deal 
30.0% or more (,>4 hrs.) 1 1 4.5 10 45.5 3 13.6 
Considerable 
23.0 to 29.9% (3-4 hrs.) 2 2 9.1 5 22.7 3 13.6 
Moderate 
13.0 to 24.9% (2-3 hrs.) 3 2 9.1 6 27.3 9 40.9 
Occasiona 1 
5.0 to 14.9% (1-2 hrs.) 4 12 54.5 1 4.5 6 27.3 
Se 1dom 
Below 5.0% (0-l hr.) 5 5 22.7 0 0.0 l 4.5 
NUMBER 22 22 22 
MEAN 3.82 1.91 2.95 
STANDARD DEVIATION 1.05 0.97 1 .09 
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("occasional") of their time on this job task with the next 
highest raging for "seldom." The lowest number was for "a great 
deal" of time (N=l). The sample mean score was 3.82 which is 
in the relative response range between moderate and occasional. 
Job Task Two: Leader - Responsible for the motivation and 
activation of subordinates and for the staffing, training and 
associated duties. 
The data in Table 1 shows that ten of the surveyed super¬ 
intendents spent "a great deal" of time on this job task while 
the next highest number, six, spent "moderate" time. The lowest 
number, one, was for "occasional." The sample mean score was 
1.91 which is in the relative response range between "a great 
deal" of time and considerable time. 
Job Task Three: Liaison - Maintains self-developed network 
of outside contacts and informers who provide favors and informa¬ 
tion . 
The descriptive data in Table 1 indicates that nine of the 
surveyed superintendents spent a "moderate" amount of time on 
this job task with the next highest number, six, for "occasional" 
The lowest number, one, was for "seldom." The weighted mean 
score was 2.95 which is a relative response range for a "moderate' 
amount of time. 
The Informational Function 
The Informational Function data is presented in Table 2 
in terms of three related job tasks. 
TABLE 2 
THE INFORMATIONAL FUNCTION AND THE DESIGNATED TASKS 
(SURVEY RESULTS) 
Monitor  Disseminator  Spokesperson 
Task Time Code Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage F requency Pe rcentage 
A great deal 
30.0% or more C^4 hrs.) 1 2 9.1 6 27.3 4 18.2 
Considerable 
25.0 to 29.9% (3-4 hrs. ) 2 7 31.8 3 13.6 2 9.1 
Moderate 
15.0 to 24.9% (2-3 hrs.) 3 7 31.8 7 31.8 7 31.8 
Occasiona1 
5.0 to 14.9% (1-2 hrs. ) 4 6 27.3 6 27.3 8 36.4 
Se 1 dom 
Below 5.0% (0-1 hr.) 5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.5 
NUMBER 22 22 22 
MEAN 2.77 2.59 3.00 
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.97 1.18 1 . 20 
60 
Job Task Four: Monitor - Seeks and receives wide variety 
of special information (much of it current) to develop an under¬ 
standing of organization and environment; emerges as nerve 
center of information of the organization. 
According to the data shown in Table 2 an equal number 
(N=7) of the surveyed superintendents reported that they spent 
"considerable" time and moderate time on this task. Two indi¬ 
cated using "a great deal" of time. The weighted mean score was 
2.77, the relative response range bordering on moderate. 
Job Task Five: Disseminator - Transmits information 
received from outside or from other subordinates to members of 
the organization; some information is factual, and some involv¬ 
ing interpretation and integration of diverse value positions 
of organizational influences. 
The data in Table 2 reveal that seven of the superinten¬ 
dents spent a "moderate" amount of time on this task. Three 
indicated a "considerable" amount of time. The weighted mean 
score was 2.59, the relative response range between "consider¬ 
able" and "moderate." 
Job Task Six: Spokesperson - Transmits information to out¬ 
siders of organization's or unit's plans, policies, actions, 
results, etc. Table 2 shows that eight of the surveyed superin¬ 
tendents spent an "occasional” amount of time on this task, with 
the next highest number (N=7) for "moderate." The lowest number, 
one, was for "seldom." The weighted mean score was 3.00 which is 
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the relative response range for a moderate time. 
The Decisional Function 
The Decisional Function data is presented in Table 3 
which covers four related job tasks. 
Job Task Seven: Entrepreneur - Searches organization and 
its environment for opportunities and initiates "improvement" 
projects to bring about changes; supervises design of certain 
projects as well. 
According to the data in Table 3 seven of the surveyed 
superintendents reported that they seldom spent time on this 
job task. An equal number, five, were in the ranges for "mode¬ 
rate" and "occasional." The lowest number, two, was for "a great 
deal" of time. The weighted mean score was 3.55 which is in the 
response range between moderate and occasional. 
Job Task Eight : Disturbance Handler - Responsible for 
corrective action when the organization faces important, unex¬ 
pected disturbance. 
The data in Table 3 show that nine spent a moderate amount 
of time, with the next highest number, six, for occasional time 
on this task. The lowest number, two, was for considerable time. 
The weighted mean score was 2.73 which is on the relative response 
range between moderate and considerable. 
Job Task Nine: Resource Allocator - Responsible for the 
allocation of organizational resources of all kinds, in effect, 
participating in decisions. 
TABLE 3 
THE DECISIONAL FUNCTION AND THE DESIGNATED TASKS 
(SURVEY RESULTS) 
epreneur Disturbance Handler Resource Allocator Negot iator 
Task Time Code Frequency Percentage F requency 
Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
A great deal 
30.0% or more £ 4 hrs.) 1 2 9.1 5 
22.7 1 4.5 3 13.6 
Conside rable 
25.0 to 29.9% (3-9 hrs.) 2 3 13.6 2 
9.1 6 27.3 2 9.1 
Moderate 
15.0 to 24.9% (2-3 hrs.) 3 5 22.7 9 
40.9 5 22.7 1 4.5 
OccasIona 1 
5.0 to 14.9% (1-2 hrs.) 4 5 22.7 6 27.3 
4 18.2 4 18.2 
Se 1dom 
Below 5.0% (0-1 hr.) 5 7 31 .8 0 0.0 
6 27.3 12 54.5 
Il 'I II II II II
 II II




NUMBER 22 22 22 
22 
MEAN 3.55 2.73 3.36 
3.91 
STANDARD DEVIATION 1.34 1.12 1.29 
1.51 
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The descriptive data in Table 3 indicate that six super¬ 
intendents "seldom" spent time on this job task. Also, six spent 
"considerable" time. The lowest number, one, was for a great deal 
of time. The weighted mean score was 3.36 which is in the rela¬ 
tive response range between moderate and occasional. 
Job Task Ten: Negotiator - Responsible for representing 
the unit or organizational negotiations. 
According to the data, twelve of the surveyed superinten¬ 
dents reported that they "seldom" spent time on this job task. 
The next highest number, four, was for an "occasional" amount of 
time. The fewest, one, was in the moderate range. The weighted 
mean score, 3.91, was a relative response time of "occasional." 
Summary Results of the Amount of Time 
Observed Superintendents Spent on Inter¬ 
personal , Informational and Ùecisional 
Job Tasks 
In this segment of the study the researcher extrapolated the 
data from the three observations of three superintendents who com¬ 
prised this group. The structured observation form, introduced in 
Chapter III, was used to record and classify the specific type of 
activity observed and the amount of time each subject spent on the 
activity. Activities were recorded on each subject on a daily 
basis on the Daily Log for the duration of the observation period. 
At the end of the observation period, summary tally sheets were 
compiled for each subject and an overall tally sheet summarizing 
all observed activities were compiled. The results were then 
computerized, analyzed and reported for each of the 10 major 
classifications as well as other activities that were not classi- 
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fiable. Any observed activity qualifying for more than one 
category were placed in all appropriate categories. 
Data for the observed group on the Interpersonal, the 
Informational and the Decisional functions are presented in 
Tables 4, 5 and 6. 
Interpersonal Roles 
Three of the manager's roles arise directly from his formal 
authority and involve basic interpersonal relationship. First 
is the figurehead role. By virtue of his position as head of an 
organizational unit, the superintendent must perform some duties 
of a ceremonial nature. Subject A spent a "moderate" amount of 
time per day, and presented a strong image as a leader. Subject B 
spent "occasional" time on this task. Subject C also spent an 
"occasional" amount of time in this category. In summary, the 
chief executive spent an average of "occasional" to moderate in 
ceremonial duties. About one-fifth of their incoming mail dealt 
with acknowledgement and requests related to their status. 
Numerous meetings, social events, and their presence were recorded 
as significant roles under the category of figurehead. 
The means for the observed in Table 4 is 3.67, and for the 
surveyed group the mean is 3.82, showing a difference of -0.15. 
Because he is in charge of an organizational unit, the 
superintendent is responsible for the work of the people of that 
unit. His actions in this regard constitute the leader role. 
Subject A spent a "moderate" amount of his time as leader. This 
observation was based on various meetings, conferences, formal 
TABLE A 
THE INTERPERSONAL FUNCTION AND THE DESIGNATED TASKS 
(OBSERVATIONAL RESULTS) 
Figureheac Leader Liaison 
Task Time Code Frequency Percentage Frequency Pe rcentage F requency Percentage 
A great deal 
30.07. or more (^4 hrs.) 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Considerable 
23.0 to 29.97. (3-4 hrs.) 2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Moderate 
15.0 to 24.97. (2-3 hrs. ) 3 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 
Occas iona 1 
5.0 to 14.97. (1-2 hrs.) 4 2 66.7 2 66.7 2 66.7 
Se Idom 
Below 5.07. (0-1 hr.) 5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
NUMBER 3 3 3 
MEAN 3.67 3.67 3.67 




and informal gatherings, luncheons and staff meetings. Subject 
B spent an "occasional" amount of time on this job task. Subject 
C spent an "occasional" amount of time on this task. Moreover, 
Subject C was involved in the motivation and activation of his 
subordinates. For example, he did considerable planning for the 
1984-85 school year, preparing his staff for a visitation committee 
of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools during the 
week of April 8-12, and pushing a proposal for the improvement 
of the magnet schools in his area. The mean for the observed in 
Table 4 is 3.67, and for the surveyed area 1.91, showing a dif¬ 
ference of +1.76, which is significant. 
The literature of management has always recognized the 
leader role, particularly those aspects of it related to motiva¬ 
tion. In comparison, until recently it has hardly mentioned the 
1iaison role in which the manager makes contacts outside his 
vertical chain of command. 
As liaison, Subject A maintained, to a moderate extent, a 
network of outside contacts. This was done through written commu¬ 
nications within as well as outside organizations or agents in 
different places. He was involved in speaking engagements, con¬ 
ferences, and visitations to other large school systems. He used 
up a "moderate" amount of time. Subject B also utilized a "mod¬ 
erate" amount of time. Especially noted in this category was her 
monitoring of special programs, staff utilization and training, 
school-area office interactions, close management of the system 
and contact with others in the unit, and the central office staff 
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of the school system. Subject C spent "occasional" time as a 
liaison person. In general, he made, whenever it was feasible, 
contacts with people and places outside of the school system and 
other superintendents to make his system more effective in terms 
of its operations. 
The manager cultivates such contacts largely to find informa¬ 
tion. In effect, the liaison role is devoted to building up the 
manager's own external information system — informal, private, 
verbal, but nevertheless effective. 
The mean for the observed in this category is 3.67, and for 
the surveyed 2.95, showing a difference of +0.72. 
Informational Roles 
By virtue of his interpersonal contacts, both with his sub¬ 
ordinates and with his network of contacts, the superintendent 
emerges as the nerve center of his staff. 
The processing of information is a key part of the manager's 
job. In this study the superintendents spent 40-507» of their 
contact time on activities deveoted exclusively to the transmission 
of information; 707» of their incoming mail was purely information¬ 
al (as opposed to requests for action). In large part, communica¬ 
tion is work. Three roles describe these informational aspects 
of the superintendent's work. 
As monitor, the manager perpetually scans his environment 
for information, interrogates his liaison contacts and his sub¬ 
ordinates, and receives unsolicited information, much of it as a 
result of the network of personal contacts he has developed. 
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Subject A, B and C spent an "occasional" amount of their time in 
this category. Subject A monitored various programs, and occasion¬ 
ally visited schools in his area to get first hand account of how 
programs (Chapter I, Chapter II, to name only a few) were getting 
along. As monitor, Subject B spent occasional time at this task. 
Occasionally teachers, programs, principals, and "significant" 
educational tasks were monitored by Subject B. Subject C involved 
himself in his job tasks as they related to visitation of several 
schools and the instructional center to plan with key personnel 
within the system. 
The means, as indicated in Table 5, for the observed in 
this category was 4.00, and for the sui'veyed group 2.77, showing 
a difference of 1.23; thus, indicating significance. 
In his disseminator role, the manager passes some of his 
privileged information directly to his subordinates, who would 
otherwise have no access to it. When his subordinates lack easy 
contact with one another, the manager will sometimes pass informa¬ 
tion from one to another. In the category of disseminator, Subject 
A spent "occasional" time in transmitting information to his con¬ 
stituents. He was effective in communication, and in getting over 
the system's policies and other vital information for the smooth 
operation of the schools. Subject B also spent "occasional" time 
on this task. The observer noted the morning ritual of sending out 
needed information to the office staff, social workers, counselors, 
central office, special programs (Science Fair, Mini Music Festival) 
and the bus transportation of students to an event and other related 
TABLE 5 
THE INFORMATIONAL FUNCTION AND THE DESIGNATED TASKS 
(OBSERVATIONAL RESULTS) 
Monitor  Disseminator Spokesperson 
Task Time Code Frequency Pe rcentage F requency Percentage F requency Percentage 
A great deal 
30.0% or more (j*9 hrs.) 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Considerable 
25.0 to 29.9% (3-9 hrs.) 2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Moderate 
15.0 to 29.9% (2-3 hrs.) 3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Occas iona1 
5.0 to 19.9%, (1-2 hrs.) 9 3 100.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 
Se 1dom 
Below 5.0%, (0-1 hr.) 5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 










STANDARD DEFINITION 0.00 0.00 0.00 
O' 
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tasks in this category. Subject C, also spending "occasional" 
time, was diligent about keeping his staff informed about what was 
going on in the system by sending out important memos, guidelines, 
and by having staff meetings, and individual and small group con¬ 
ferences . 
As indicated in Table 5, the means for the observed in this 
category was 4.00, and the means for the surveyed group was 2.59, 
showing a difference in means of 1.41; thus, showing an interesting, 
but not significant difference. 
In his spokesperson role, the manager sends some of his in¬ 
formation to people outside his unit. In addition, as part of his 
role as spokesperson, every manager must inform and satisfy the 
influential people who control his organizational unit. Subject A 
spent an "occasional" amount of his time as spokesperson for the 
system, and served as spokesperson to principals, staff members, 
students, luncheon engagements, sometimes at briefing sessions, 
board meetings, cabinet and operations meetings, at a Social 
Science Fair, and long distance calls concerning school policies. 
As spokesperson Subject B spent an "occasional" amount of her time 
in this category. Subject C spent "occasional" time on this task. 
Examples of his role in this category were reflected on his stance 
in such matters as: the Jewish Passover, traveling expenses, 
teacher-parent conflicts, and the large percentage of students who 
were failing in one of the elementary schools. 
As indicated in Table 5, the means for the observed in the 
category as spokesperson was 4.00, and the means for the surveyed 
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group was 3.00, a difference in means of 1.00. 
Decisional Role 
One thing is clear in the study of managerial work: the 
manager plays the major role in his unit's decision-making system. 
As its formal authority, only he can commit the unit to important 
new courses of action; and as its nerve center, only he has full 
and current information to make the set of decisions that determines 
the unit strategy. Four roles describe the manager as decision¬ 
maker . 
As entrepreneur, the manager seeks to improve his unit, to 
adapt the changing conditions in the environment. In his monitor 
role, the manager is constantly on the lookout for new ideas. 
When a good one appears, he initiates a development project that 
he may supervise himself or delegate to an employee (perhaps with 
the stipulation that he must approve the final proposal). Subject 
A spent "occasional" time as an initiator and designer of important 
controlled changes in the organization. Occasionally, before various 
groups and meetings, he expressed a need for new programs before 
various groups and meetings. Subject B who also spent "occasional" 
time as entrepreneur demonstrated enthusiasm for innovative ways 
to improve the procedure for doing certain tasks. These innovations 
included a more effective way to conduct tornado drills to improv¬ 
ing VOT, DVAE, DCT, DE and other programs for the system. Subject 
C spent "occasional" time on this task. As entrepreneur, Subject C 
was honored at a banquet, given in appreciation for the excellent 
job of bringing new ideas into the school system. Also, on the 
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occasion, the observer noted this stance as entrepreneur, and 
realized that he was regarded, by his community, as a powerful 
1eader. 
As indicated in Table 6, the means for the observed in the 
category of entrepreneur was 4.00, and the means for the surveyed 
group was 3.55, a difference in means of 0.45. 
As disturbance handler, Subject A involved himself in 
activities centered around the category for "occasional" time. 
The nature of the disturbance took on patterns which ranged from 
teacher-student conflicts to truant officer-parent-child misunder¬ 
standings. Subject B spent "occasional" time on this task and was 
very effective in dealing with a single child, who had a problem 
to a whole group, who were involved in a disturbance. Subject C 
spent "occasional" time on this task. He had to step in on some 
occasions to settle disputes between two or three factions. 
As indicated in Table 6, the means for the observed group 
in the category of disturbance handler was 4.00, and the means 
for the surveyed group was 2.73, a difference of 1.27. 
The third decisional role is that of resource allocator. To 
the manager falls the responsibility of deciding who will get what 
in his organizational unit. The manager is also charged with desig¬ 
nating his unit's structure, that pattern of formal relationships 
that determines how work is to be divided and coordinated. Sub¬ 
ject A spent "occasional" time as Resource Allocator. In general, 
he constantly was seeking monetary and other beneficial resources 
to enhance or make effective the programs in his area. Also, he 
TABLE 6 
THE DECISIONAL FUNCTION AND THE DESIGNATED TASKS 
(OBSERVATIONAL RESULTS) 
Entrepreneur Disturbance Handler Resource Allocator Negot Iator 
Task Time Code Frequency Percentage Frequenc y Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
A great deal 
30.07, or more G^4 hrs.) 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Cons Ide rab1e 
25.0 to 29.97. (3-4 hrs. ) 2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Moderate 
15.0 to 24.97. (2-3 hrs.) 3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Occasiona1 
5.0 to 14.97. (1-2 hrs.) 4 3 100.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 1 33.3 
Se 1dom 
Below 5.07. (0-1 hr.) 5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 66.7 
NUMBER 3 3 3 3 
MEAN 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.67 
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.58 
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supplied his area with various references and educational material 
which would keep his area and his staff aware of educational issues 
and trends. Subject B spent "occasional" time on this job task. 
Subject B served as a resource for developing budgetary matters 
and finances which would contribute to the effective running of 
the area. She was also involved in the manpower which would carry 
out the educational objectives of the subdistrict. Subject C spent 
an "occasional" amount of time on this job task as a resource allo¬ 
cator. A considerable number of incidents regarding school finances 
came to this office. 
Table 6 indicates that the means for the observed group in 
the category of resource allocator was 4.00, and the means for the 
surveyed group was 3.36, a difference of 0.64. 
The last in this category is that of negotiator. Studies of 
managerial work at all levels indicate that managers spend con¬ 
siderable time in negotiations. Those negotiations are duties of 
the manager's job; perhaps routine, they are not to be shirked. 
They are an integral part of his job, for only he has the authority 
to commit organizational resources in real time, and only he has 
the nerve center information that important negotiations require. 
As negotiator, Subject A spent "occasional" time in this category. 
On one or two occasions, he went to court to "save" individuals in 
the area through negotiation. As negotiator, Subject B seldom 
served as negotiator. Occasionally, she had to appear at hearings, 
court proceedings and meetings to settle legal questions with the 
district's legal counsel. Subject C employed "seldom" time on this 
/ 3 
task. He vas always ready to represent the organization in court, 
or legal matters. 
As indicated in Table 6, the means for the observed group i 
the category of negotiator was 4.67, and 3.91, a difference in 
means of 0.76. 
Other, a category listed on the daily log which represented 
a wide range of activities not listed in the preceding discussion, 
but which represented the superintendent's on-the-job performance, 
is worthy of our attention. For instance, there were occasions 
when the area superintendent (Subject A) had emergency activities 
to come up. These occurrences demanded less than 30 minutes of 
his time. Subject 3 seldom fell into the "other" category. Sub¬ 
ject C seldom used his time on "other" tasks. On one or two 
occasions his activities under "other" were not revealed to the 
observer because of the confidential nature of the activities. 
However, similar, to Subject A and 3, Subject C remained on task 
throughout the observation. 
Comparison of Means 
Interpersonal Function 
Figurehead 
when the surveyed superintendents and the observed superin¬ 
tendents are placed in juxtaposition, some interesting differences 
are revealed. Highlights, under Figurehead, show that twelve of 
the surveyed superintendents spent between "occasional" time (1-3 
hrs.) on this job taks; five spent "seldom" time (0-1 hr.). In 
the observed group, one superintendent spent "moderate” time (2-3 
hrs.) and two spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.) a day on this 
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job task. The mean for the surveyed group was 3.82, and the mean 
for the observed group was 3.67. 
Leader 
In the surveyed group, under Leader, ten superintendents 
spent "a great deal" of time (more than 4 hrs. on this task; six 
spent "moderate" time (2-3 hrs.). In the observed group one 
superintendent spent "moderate" time (2-3 hrs.), and two spent 
"occasional" time (1-2 hrs.) on this job task. The mean for the 
surveyed group was 1.91, and the mean for the observed group 
was 3.67. 
Liaison 
Under Liaison we see further differences in the allocation 
of time. In the surveyed group, nine superintendents spent 
"moderate: time (2-3 hrs.), and six spent occasional time (1-2 
hrs.) in this category. For the observed group one superintendent 
spent "moderate" time (2-3 hrs.), and two spent "occasional" time 
(1-2 hrs.). The mean for the surveyed group was 2.95, and the 
mean for the observed group was 3.67. 
Informational Function 
Monitor 
In the surveyed group seven spent "considerable" time (3-4 
hrs.), and seven spent "moderate" time (2-3 hrs.) per day on this 
task. In the observed group all three superintendents spent 
"occasional" time on this category. The mean for the surveyed 
group was 2.77, and the mean for the observed group was 4.00. 
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Disseminator 
In the surveyed group seven superintendents spent "moderate" 
time (2-3 hrs.). while six superintendents spent "occasional" 
time (1-2 hrs.), and six spent "a great deal" of time (more than 
4 hrs.) in this category. In the observed group all three super¬ 
intendents spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.) on this job task. 
The mean for the surveyed group was 2.58, and the mean for the 
observed group was 4.00. 
Spokesperson 
Eight superintendents in the surveyed group spent "occa¬ 
sional time" (1-2 hrs.), seven spent "moderate" time (2-3 hrs.) 
as spokesperson. In the observed group all three superintendents 
spent "occasional" time in this category. The group mean was 




In the surveyed group seven superintendents spent "seldom" 
time (0-1 hr.), five spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.), and five 
spent "moderate" time (2-3 hrs.) in this job task. In the 
observed group all three superintendents spent "occasional" time 
(1-2 hrs.) on this job task. The mean for the surveyed group 
was 3.55, while the mean for the observed group was 4.00, 
Disturbance Handler 
In this category nine surveyed superintendetns spent 
"moderate" time (2-3 hrs.), six spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.), 
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and five spent a "great deal" of time (more than 4 hrs.) in this 
category. In the observed group all three superintendents spent 
"occasional" time in this category. The mean for the surveyed 
group was 2.73, and the mean for the observed group was 4.00. 
Resource Allocator 
In this category five superintendents spent"moderate" time 
(2-3 hrs.), six spent "considerable" time (3-4 hrs.), and six 
spent "seldom" time (0-1 hr.) on this job task. In the observed 
group all three superintendents spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.) 
on this job task. The mean for the surveyed superintendents was 
3.36, and the mean for the observed was 4.00. 
Negotiator 
In the surveyed group twelve superintendents spent "seldom" 
time (1-2 hrs.), four spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.), four 
spent "occasional" time (1-2 hrs.), and three superintendents 
spent "seldom" time (0-1 hr.) in this category. In the observed 
group, one superintendent spent "occasional" time and two spent 
"seldom" time (0-1 hr.). The mean for the surveyed group was 
3.91, and the mean for the observed group was 4.67. 
Testing of Hypotheses 
There are three null hypotheses in this study and they were 
analyzed in reference to related job tasks. Each null hypothesis 
would be accepted if the computed t-value was greater than the 
table t-value at the .05 level. Conversely if the computed t-value 
was less than the table t-value at the .05 level, the null hypothe¬ 
sis would be rejected. Specifically, two groups (the observed and 
the surveyed) were viewed. The number of cases, respectively, is 3 
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and 22; the df is 23, [(n^-1) + (^-1) = 23], requiring a tabu¬ 
lar value of 2.069 at the two-tailed .05 level. The pertinent in¬ 
formation is shown in Table 7. 
Hypothesis 1 (H^): 
There is no significant difference in surveyed responses and 
the observed behavior of superintendents in the performance of in¬ 
terpersonal function (figurehead, leader, liaison). 
Figurehead Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(-0.15) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed 
.05 level as reported in Table 7, there is no significant difference 
between surveyed and observed superintendents on this job task. 
Leadership Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(3.03) is greater than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two- 
tailed .05 level as reported in Table 5, there was a significant 
difference between surveyed superintendents and observed superin¬ 
tendents on this job task. 
Liaison Analysis Statement: The t-value (1.11) is less than 
the tabular value (2.069) at the two-tailed .05 level as reported 
in Table 7, and there is no significant difference between sur¬ 
veyed superintendents and observed superintendents on this job task. 
Data on the foregoing tasks (Figurehead Analysis Statement, 
Leader Analysis Statement and Liaison Analysis Statement), which 
constituted the interpersonal function, indicate that there is no 
statistical difference on the figurehead, and liaison job tasks, 
but there is significance on leader job task. Therefore, hypothesis 
(HQ1) has been confirmed. 
TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF THE AMOUNT OF SURVEYED AND OBSERVED TIME SPENT 
BY SUPERINTENDENTS ON INTERPERSONAL, INFORMATIONAL, AND DECISIONAL JOB TASKS 










MEANS t-value (d.l .=23) 
Interpersona 1 
1 . Figurehead 3.82 1.05 3.67 0.58 -0.15 -0.24 
2. Leader 1.91 0.97 3.67 0.58 + 1.76 3.03* 
3. Liai son 2.95 l .09 3.67 0.58 + 0.72 1.11 
Informa tiona l 
1. Monitor 2.77 0.97 4.00 0.00 1.23 2.16* 
2. Disseminator 2.59 1 . 18 4.00 0.00 1.41 2.03 
3. Spokesperson 3.00 1.20 4.00 0.00 1 .00 1.42 
Decisiona1 
1 . Entrepreneur 3.55 1.34 4.00 0.00 0.45 0.57 
2. Disturbance 
Hand 1er 2.73 1.12 4.00 0.00 1.27 1.93 
3. Resource 
Al locator 3.36 1.29 4.00 0.00 0.64 0.84 
A. Negotiator 3.91 1 .51 4.67 0.58 0.76 0.85 
’•'Indicates significance to the .05 level 00 
o 
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Hypothesis II (HQ2^: 
There is no significant difference in the surveyed response 
and the observed behavior of superintendents in the performance of 
informational function (monitor, disseminator, spokesperson). 
Monitor Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value (2.16) 
is greater than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed .05 
level as reported in Table 7, there is statistically significant 
difference between surveyed superintendents and observed superin¬ 
tendents on this job task. 
Disseminator Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(2.03) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed 
.05 level as reported in Table 7, there is no statistically signif¬ 
icant difference between surveyed superintendents and observed 
superintendents on this job task. 
Spokesperson Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(1.42) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed 
.05 level as reported in Table 7, there is no statistically sig¬ 
nificant difference between surveyed superintendents and observed 
superintendents on this job task. 
In fine, two of the foregoing tasks, disseminator and spokes¬ 
person, which constitute two segments of the informational function 
are not statistically significant; however, monitor which falls 
under this category was significant. Therefore, Hypothesis (l^) 
has been confirmed. 
Hypothesis III (HQ^): 
There is no significant difference in the surveyed responses 
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and the observed behaviors of superintendents in the performance 
of decisional function (entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource 
allocator, and negotiator). 
Entrepreneur Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(0.57) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed 
.05 level as reported in Table 7, there is no statistically signif¬ 
icant difference between surveyed superintendents and observed 
superintendents on this job task. 
Disturbance Handler Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(1.93) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed 
.05 level as reported in Table 7, there is no statistically sig¬ 
nificant difference between surveyed superintendents and observed 
superintendents on this job task. 
Resource Allocator Analysis Statement: Since the computed 
t-value (0.84) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the 
two-tailed level as reported in Table 7, there is no statistically 
significant difference between surveyed superintendents and 
observed superintendents on this job task. 
Negotiator Analysis Statement: Since the computed t-value 
(0.83) is less than the tabular t-value (2.069) at the two-tailed 
.05 level as reported in Table 7, there is no significant difference 
between surveyed superintendents and observed superintendents on 
this job task. 
Since statistical significance was not determined in the 
observed or surveyed responses in any of the subsets (Entrepreneur 
Analysis Statement, Disturbance Analysis Statement, Resource 
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Allocator Analysis Statement, Negotiator Analysis Statement) of 
the Decisional functions, Hypothesis III is confirmed. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, 
IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent 
to which the surveyed responses and the observed behavior 
of school superintendents differed on three performance 
functions. This descriptive investigation examined ten 
job tasks in terms of time spent on the tasks. The Job Task 
Perception Ranking Form, which was based on Henry 
Mintzberg's study, was used for data collection for the 
surveyed group. Observation, employed in a case-study 
manner, constituted the source of data for the observed 
group. A brief outline of each administrative function 
and the relative job tasks are given below. 
Administrative Function Job Tasks 
Interpersonal 1. Figurehead 
2. Leader 
3. Liaison 
Informational 4. Monitor 
5. Disseminator 
6. Spokesperson 
Decisional 7. Entrepreneur 
8. Disturbance Handler 





Because the ten role descriptions of Mintzberg 
formulated the core of the examination of this study, the 
research questions explored various aspects of those ten 
characteristics, The questions are as follows: 
1. To what extent does each of the role 
descriptions occupy the time of the subjects? 
2. Which of the descriptions appears to be the 
most significant? Why? 
3. Which of the factors is rated as the most 
significant to the subject? Why? 
4. Is the amount of time spent in the activity 
consistent with the ranking in importance of 
that particular descriptor? If not, why the 
difference? 
5. Are other activities which occupy a significant 
amount of the subject's time not identified 
here? If so, what are they? 
6. How does the observation of job-role performance 
of school superintendents compare with the 
survey results? Are there any differences in 
what these subjects say they do and their actual 
job performance? 
The Problem and Methodology 
The three major concerns of this study were to 
review the identified responsibilities of the superinten¬ 
dent, to match these with observation of superintendents in 
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action, and to further test these activities against one 
author's listings of managerial roles. By use of actual 
observation, data pertinent to the question was obtained 
and organized through the use of structured observation. 
In order to find out what the superintendent does, 
the researcher's study method followed the several steps 
described below: 
1. The researcher identified the surveyed superin¬ 
tendents from large urban areas. Specifically 
these superintendents, including the three to 
be observed, having comparable job descriptions, 
constituted the selected sample. 
2. Based on the job descriptions of these 
superintendents, the researcher sent out 
survey forms to the 22 recipients designed to 
determine what the superintendents identify 
as their major activities. 
3. A more intensive analysis of activities of 
three superintendents was done for each of 
them for ten days along the line of Mintzberg's 
structured observation. 
4. Next the observer compared the survey of what 
the 22 superintendents said they do with the 
observation of what three of them actually do. 
5. The researcher compiled and analyzed the results 
of the observation and the survey data. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
The following procedures were based on the data 
collected via the structured observation form (DLFT) and 
the Job Task Perception Ranking Form (JTPRF): 
1. Completed a summary tally of observed job 
performance by each subject and by total. 
Completed a summary ranking of importance of 
job tasks by total surveyed sample (22) versus 




Completed a t-test of the surveyed sample 
versus observed sample. 
4. Completed a comparison of estimated time 
spent on tasks by observed population. 
The statistical treatment used was the t-test, 
rejecting the null hypothesis at the .05 
level of significance. 
5. Reported, recorded, and gave an analysis of 
other duties performed, as well as the 
amount of time spent on the duties. 
Null Hypothesis 
A total of seven tables was used to report the find¬ 
ings of the study. These tables are contained in Chapter IV 
of this study. There were three null hypotheses. 
There were no significant differences in the responses 
of superintendents surveyed as compared with observed 
behavior of superintendents in the performances of (1) 
interpersonal functions, (2) informational functions, and 
(3) decisional functions. These roles include, respectively, 
the following job tasks: figurehead, leader, and liaison; 
monitor, disseminator, and spokesperson; resource allocator, 
entrepreneur, disturbance handler, and negotiator, 
The Schematic Statistical Design, Illustrations 4 
(Chapter III), clearly demonstrated that both descriptive 
statistics and inferential statistics were employed in the 
determination of the group differences. 
Also, the Schematic Computerizational Design, Illustra¬ 
tion 5 (Chapter III) , the SPSS-X (Statistical Package for the 
Sciences) an integrated system, especially designed for 
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social-science data, including educational research, 
focused on the computerized processing of the data for the 
groups and subsequent group differences. 
The literature is extensive on the historical develop 
ment of the school superintendent's role as defined by- 
authors, his duties, functions, and role expectations. How 
ever, ^here still appeared, the researcher felt, a gap and 
a personal need to find out by actual observation whether 
or not the superintendent fulfilled his job description. 
Findings 
In summary, then, whole statistical significance was 
not found between the observed and surveyed subjects in any 
of the three major categories (Interpersonal, Informational 
and Decisional), two subcategcries (Leadership and Monitor) 
did prove to be statistically significant. In both cases, 
the observed subjects spent a greater portion of their time 
engaged in the performance of these duties than did their 
surveyed counterparts. The following findings are reported 
Under Interpersonal Function - Surveyed and Observed 
Groups : 
1. Job Task One, Figurehead: There was no signifi- 
difference between surveyed and observed superin¬ 
tendents on this job task. 
2. Job Task Two, Leadership: There was a signifi¬ 
cant difference between surveyed and observed 
superintendents on this job task. 
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3. Job Task Three, Liaison: There was no significant dif¬ 
ference between surveyed and observed superintendents 
on this job task. 
Under Informational Functions - Surveyed and Observed Groups 
4. Job Task Four, Monitor: There was a significant dif¬ 
ference between surveyed and observed superintendents 
on this job task. 
5. Job Task Five, Disseminator: There was no significant 
difference between surveyed and observed superintendents 
on this job task. 
6. Job Task Six, Spokesperson: There was no significant 
difference between surveyed and observed superintendents 
on this job task. 
Under Decisional Function - Surveyed and Observed Groups: 
7. Job Task Seven, Entrepreneur: There was no significant 
difference between surveyed and observed superintendents 
on this job task. 
8. Job Task Eight, Disturbance Handler: There was no sig¬ 
nificant difference between surveyed and observed super¬ 
intendents on this job task. 
9. Job Task Nine, Resource Allocator: There was no sig¬ 
nificant difference between surveyed and observed 
superintendents on this job task. 
10. Job Task Ten, Negotiator: There was no significant 
difference between surveyed and observed superintendents 
on this job task. 
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Conclusions 
The researcher's study focused on a particular group of 
people, twenty-two school superintendents in large urban settings, 
and on the detailed behavior of three school superintendents during 
a 30-day perod of time. The researcher's designated purpose was 
to explore the possible variance between the estimated time allot¬ 
ments to duties as identified by the total group compared with 
the on-job performance of three. In addition, the study ex¬ 
amined other activities in which the superintendents were engaged, 
but which were not directly related to their assignments. 
The findings revealed that there were no significant dif¬ 
ferences in the responses of superintendents surveyed as compared 
with observed behavior of superintendents in the performance of 
(1) interpersonal functions, (2) informational functions, and 
(3) decisional functions. Therefore, the basic hypotheses were 
confirmed. 
It is true that significant differences were identified in 
the time allotted to two of the job tasks—leader and monitor. 
In spite of these differences noted in job tasks, the study 
revealed that superintendents showed up better knowing how their 
time is distributed than we might have expected from such studies 
as those of Mintzberg and Sullivan. In other words, evidence 
leads to the conclusion that superintendents have a clear under¬ 
standing of how their time is budgeted. 
Prior to his observations (and not included in the study 
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structure) the researcher hypothesized that there would be 
marked differences in these superintendents in terms of the 
nature of their work. Although each of the three superintendents 
was observed for a period of only ten days, and although their 
organizations were in different settings, the results indicate 
that there were remarkable similarities in their work activities. 
For the most part, they reported to a higher director (not 
specifically called that); each dealt with the federal govern¬ 
ment; each interacted with peers. 
Not only did the three superintendents seem to do the same 
kinds of things, but for many of the activities they gave the 
same general proportions of time and held to the same general 
patterns of behavior. Strong similarities appeared, for example, 
in the following: frequency of document and verbal contracts with 
subordinates, the quantity of mail of document and verbal con¬ 
tacts with subordinates, the quantity of mail on internal 
operations, the frequency of desk work sessions, and the number 
and duration of phone calls. 
Based on the sample, the following anecdotal examples 
illustrate the similarity in their job behavior. In the leader 
job task, Subject A, as compared with the other two superin¬ 
tendents of this study, spent a "moderate" amount of his time 
as leader. This observation was based on his meetings, con¬ 
ferences, formal and informal gatherings, luncheons and staff 
meetings. Subject B, on the other hand, spent an "occasional" 
amount of time on this job task; his work was characterized to 
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a lesser degree by conferences, formal and informal gatherings 
and staff meetings. Subject C, who spent an "occasional" amount 
of time on this job performance, and whose activities were 
characterized by the motivation and activation of his subordi¬ 
nates, also did many of the same job activities as revealed in 
Subjects A and B. 
As monitor, all three superintendents spent an "occasional" 
amount of their time in this category. Subject A monitored 
various programs, and occasionally visited schools in his area to 
get a first hand account of how major programs were getting along. 
Subject B spent "occasional" time at this task, also. Teachers, 
programs, principals and educational "time on tasks" were mon¬ 
itored by Subject B. Subject C involved himself in his job tasks 
as they related to visitations of schools, and the Instructional 
Center to plan with key personnel within the system. 
Each of the three superintendents seemed to have a deep 
sense of purpose and commitment to the system in which each one 
worked. Subject A exerted considerable control over his activi¬ 
ties, and initiated most of his time with external as well as 
internal contacts. Also, as compared with the other two superin¬ 
tendents, Subject A was more verbal than the others. 
Subject B's work was characterized by control from within 
the system. Also, there was always a sense of carrying out 
educational goals and objectives in Subject B's work. Internal 
as well as external contacts and communications were made 
frequently from Subject B's office. 
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Subject C's work, similar to Subject A and B's work was 
highly characterized by the external and internal involvement in 
the organization. His day could range from an early morning con¬ 
ference in his office, then to a meeting at the Instructional 
Center at 9:00 a.m., to a 4:00 p.m. conference at an elementary 
school , to a banquet given by a business-community council that 
evening. 
From the long hours of observation and recording their 
behavior, the researcher felt that this cadre of superintendents 
realized that they must be ready to accept and live with the 
school they serve. They must accept failure, the crises, the 
respect, the affection, the criticism, the good will, the joys 
and the sorrows. For them, these are the realities of their 
jobs . 
There is a great deal of discussion in the months follow¬ 
ing a variety of critical analyses of the schools as to where the 
fault might lie and what corrective measures might be taken. 
Regardless of such soul-searching and subsequent adjustments in 
goals and the means to achieve them, it seems clear that if the 
three superintendents observed are any measure of the whole, 
this group serves American education well. 
Further reflection concerning the similarity of time and 
behavior patterns of the observed subjects reminds one that it 
could hardly have been otherwise, since they deal with similar 
problems, they have similar constituencies, they deal with the 
same type of legislative authority. 
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Discussion 
In this study I was concerned with whether there were 
differences in what superintendents say they do versus what they 
actually do. I found significance in two tasks, but when tested 
for the three domains (functions) there was no significant dif¬ 
ference. Therefore, from the evidence found, my study revealed 
that superintendents know what is expected of them, and that they 
are very much in step with that in what they do. 
On the other hand, although both Mintzberg and I were con¬ 
cerned with possible similarities, Mintzberg's study involved 
single snapshots of a variety—five American CEO's of middle- 
to-large sized organizations representing a consulting firm, a 
technology company, a hospital, a consumer goods company, and a 
school system, whereas my study looked at a fairly homogeneous 
group from one type of organization. And while Mintzberg with 
his five-day observation period concluded that the pressures of 
the manager's job drives the manager to be superficial in his 
actions—to overload himself with work, encourage interruptions, 
respond quickly to every stimulus, seek the tangible and avoid 
the abstract, make decisions in small increments, and do every¬ 
thing abruptly, I did not find the same evidence for superin¬ 
tendents. True, their workloads were heavy; true, they were 
tuned to react to crises; but they showed evidence of planning 
and executing that was anything but haphazard. Their entre¬ 
preneurial driving force is not the same as that of the business 
man. 
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Sullivan found discrepancies in the job descriptions and 
performance of five supervisors. She speculated that the super¬ 
visor's expections were not clearly defined, but even if such 
persons had a clear understanding of their job requirements, 
they were not carrying out those duties in the expected manner. 
On the contrary, my subjects not only had clear understandings; 
they fulfilled their identified roles. 
Finally, this researcher feels that although Mintzberg and 
Sullivan made contributions to the literature in that they found 
similarities in broad patterns of behavior in their selected sub¬ 
jects, and discrepancies in relation to functional expectancies 
and behavior, there is clear evidence that sweeping generaliza¬ 
tions on the discrepancies to all levels and all types of pro¬ 
fessions are not yet in order. 
Indeed, longer periods of time might have led to different 
results. Parenthetically, there is nothing sacred about ten days, 
either. The range of a full year's observation such as Woolcott's 
might, or might not, reveal any major changes in findings or con¬ 
clusions, but surely there would be nuances that could only be 
revealed over longer periods. 
Implications 
The results of the survey and observation have a number of 
implications for research on the school superintendent, manage¬ 
ment, and managerial behavior: 
96 
1. Consistency is exhibited between observed and surveyed 
superintendents in 8 of 10 areas. Therefore, surveyed 
data which is more readily attainable is legitimate 
for this kind of study. 
2. In the area of Leader and Monitor, the observed sub¬ 
jects spent significantly more time performing these 
tasks than did the surveyed group. Therefore, it 
might merit further examination to determine the 
extent to which the surveyed group were aware of the 
specific definitions and implications of these terms. 
Perhaps a clearer delineation of the roles of each 
might have yielded higher results. Further investiga¬ 
tion into these areas might be explored in future 
studies. 
3. The superintendents in this study, after all, are 
linkages to the highest executive. This could have 
been reflected in the Leadership task and the Monitor 
task. Had the subject superintendents been the high¬ 
est executives, the researcher's study might have 
yielded different results. 
4. The research organization and structure introduced by 
Mintzberg does translate effectively to the study of 
educational administrators. Some adaptations of the 
definitions and terms, however, might result in 
greater clarity for future researchers. 
5. Educational administrators at the superintendent 
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level appear to be able to accurately assess the 
distribution of the time spent on their various 
job tasks. They also appear to be effective managers 
of time and resource adaptability to meet the un¬ 
expected situation. These features appear to be key 
characteristics of the administrators observed in 
this study. In future studies, this adaptability 
might be one of the additional variables that might 
be investigated. 
6. Future investigations of the administrator's manage¬ 
ment of time might examine the management style of 
subjects to determine the impact of various philoso¬ 
phies of management on time allocations. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on the findings 
of this study: 
1. The superintendents' awareness of the successful 
handling and performance of their tasks, in their 
respective districts, could be incorporated into a 
training/educational administration program for 
graduate students, principals, and potential super¬ 
intendents. Consequently, this study could produce 
an understanding of the emphasis, interest, and func¬ 
tion of the superintendency. 
2. Since this study focused on urban superintendents, 
another study could look at rural superintendents to 
98 
see if there are differences in roles based on 
environment. 
3. A larger observed sample would provide further data 
by which comparisons could be made with the surveyed 
data and provide a more extensive data base from 
which to draw conclusions. 
4. Departments of educational administration and super¬ 
vision must continue to identify the managerial skills 
used for educators, and make available their findings 
to school personnel managers who would be hiring 
applicants with those identified skills, and who would 
also apprise the educational administration department 
of the on-the-job performance of these individuals. 
APPENDIX 
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Summary of Ten Functional Categories 
Function Description 
Interpersonal 
Figurehead Symbolic head; obliged to perform a number of 
routine duties of a legal or social nature 
Leader Responsible for the motivation and activation of 
subordinates; responsible for staffing, training, 
and associated duties 
Liaison Maintains self-developed network of outside con¬ 
tacts and informers who provide favors and 
information 
Informational 
Monitor Seeks and receives wide variety of special infor¬ 
mation (much of it current) to develop an under¬ 
standing of organization and environment; emerges 
as nerve center of information of the organization 
Disseminator Transmits information received from outside or 
from other subordinates to members of the organi¬ 
zation; some information factual, some involving 
interpretation and integration of diverse value 
positions of organizational influencers 
Spokesperson Transmits information to outsiders on organiza¬ 
tion's or unit's plans, policies, actions, results, 
etc. 
Decisional 
Entrepreneur Searches organization and its environment for 
opportunities and initiates "improvement projects" 
to bring about change; supervises design of 
certain projects as well 
Disturbance 
Handler 
Responsible for corrective action when organiza¬ 
tion faces important, unexpected disturbances 
Resource 
Allocator 
Responsible for the allocation of organizational 




Negotiator Responsible for representing the unit or organi¬ 
zation at negotiations 
Adapted from Mintzberg (1973, pp. 92-93). 
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